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This study investigated the effects of a Writing-To-Learn (WTL) 
Process Journal on the content/organization and style of sixth graders' 
writing performance as measured by the Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Writing Test. The WTL Process Journal was developed as an advance 
organizer for the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test and was 
validated by a group of middle school teachers and sixth graders. Using 
an experimental design, 147 subjects from two Atlanta middle schools 
participated in the study. The experimental group used the WTL Process 
Journal and the control group used the Silver Burdett English text over a 




Three null hypotheses were tested in the study. Analyses of the 
data were made using the T Test statistical tool to determine if there was 
a significant difference in the writing performance between the two 
groups on the content/organization and style domains of the state writing 
test. A third hypothesis sought to determine a significant difference 
between boys' versus girls' writing performance when both sexes used 
the WTL Process Journal. 
The study revealed that: (1) the sample of sixth graders performed 
similarly to all other sixth graders in the Atlanta Public Schools in overall 
writing performance on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Tests; (2) the 
style variable had the largest percentage of students' papers rated 
inadequate or minimal for the state, system, and study sample: (3) no 
significant difference was found between the experimental and control 
groups on either the content/organization or style variable, and the 
control group showed slightly higher mean scores: (4) a significant 
difference was found between the experimental subgroups on the 
content/organization variable, and (6) a significant difference between 
the mean scores of boys' versus girls' writing performance was evident 
for the style variable, although girls tended to have the higher mean 
scores on overall writing performance, content/organization, and style. 
The conclusions of the research were that: (1) the WTL Process 
Journal had no significant effect on the writing performance of sixth 
graders on either the content/organization or style variable; (2) a positive 
effect on the writing performance of sixth graders that completed the WTL 
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Process Journal suggested that a more significant effect might have been 
found, if larger numbers of students in the experimental group had 
completed the instrument; (3) there was an average or moderate 
relationship between reading and writing performance, and (4) although 
girls tended to do better than males on writing performance, significant 
differences were found by sex for the control group on overall writing 
performance and style when comparing the experimental group. 
Since the control group had the higher mean score (only one- 
tenth difference) for both variables in the study and the subgroups within 
each school performed so similarly, several possible conclusions could 
be drawn: (1) that the Silver Burdett materials produced better results 
than the WTL Process Journal, (2) that by having experimental and 
control subgroups in the same schools, the Hawthorne Effect might have 
taken place, (3) that the treatment period was too short to gain maximum 
benefit from the WTL Process Journal, and (4) that there were significant 
differences in the quality of the writing instruction that students received 
during and prior to the research investigation. Further investigation 
would be needed to make a final determination. 
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In 1987, Georgia mandated a direct measure of writing 
competency for all Georgia students. Students who entered the ninth 
grade in 1986 were the first who had to pass the Georgia Basic Skills 
Writing Test as one of the requirements for obtaining a regular high 
school diploma. As with the reading and mathematics tests, students 
take the writing test at the beginning of their tenth grade year. Based 
upon a writing sample, students' papers are rated "inadequate," 
"minimal," "good" or "very good" on five qualities or domains — 
content/organization, style, sentence formation, usage, and mechanics. 
The rating for each domain is weighted to produce an overall rating for 
the writing sample. Those students that receive an overall rating of 
"inadequate" on the test are offered remediation and continue to retake 
the test (retest available each spring) until a passing score is obtained. 
In 1988, all Georgia public school students in grades six and eight were 
administered the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test as a 
diagnostic assessment, which followed the same procedures and format 
as the high school test. The results of these tests over the period 1986 to 
1988 showed a significant percentage of Atlanta students unable to 
score above a minimal level on these state mandated writing tests. 
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Statement of the Problem 
This study examined the problem of writing performance among 
sixth grade students in the Atlanta Public Schools. This research was an 
experimental study to determine the effects of a Writing-to-Learn Process 
Journal on Atlanta sixth graders’ writing performance on the 
content/organization and style domains as measured by a direct 
measure of writing administered by the state of Georgia. The results of 
the study will have implications for teacher training, curriculum 
development, and the overall focus for writing test preparation in the 
Atlanta Public Schools. 
Background of the Problem 
In the fall of 1986, the state of Georgia piloted the Georgia Basic 
Skills (GBST) Writing Test, which was administered to 4,368 Atlanta tenth 
graders. Based upon the 1987 cutoff score established by the Georgia 
Board of Education for the tenth grade assessment, 1,600 Atlanta 
students or 37 percent failed to meet minimum writing standards. Out of 
20 Atlanta high schools, 8 of them had over 50 percent of their tenth 
graders falling below the 1987 cutoff with as much as a 62 percent failure 
rate in two schools (see Table 1). 
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Table 1 
1987 GBST Writing Test Cutoff Score Applied to Fall 1986 












Archer 123 52 42 71 58 
Brown 136 77 57 59 43 
Carver 141 53 38 88 62 
Douglass 547 437 80 110 20 
East Atlanta 87 38 44 49 56 
Fulton 232 133 57 99 43 
George 261 127 49 134 41 
Grady 150 85 57 65 43 
Harper 314 211 67 103 33 
Mays 350 279 80 71 20 
Murphy 126 61 48 65 52 
North Fulton 196 163 83 33 17 
Northside 297 269 91 28 9 
Price 86 33 38 53 62 
Southside 345 173 50 172 50 
Sylvan 103 49 48 54 52 
Therrell 329 219 67 110 33 
Turner 131 77 59 54 41 
Washington 249 151 61 98 39 
West Fulton 165 81 49 84 51 
Atlanta 4,368 2,768 63 1 ,600 37 
Data Base: All scorable papers submitted from regular high schools, 
including 147 papers coded as having been written by 
handicapped students. 
Division of Curriculum and Research Services, Research and 
Evaluation Report (May 1987) 
Source: 
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The results of the 1987 fall administration of the state writing test showed 
some gains with approximately half of the system's 3,347 scorable 
papers being rated as "good" or "very good"; yet 687 students failed the 
test and 974 other student papers were rated as minimal. Although 39 
percent of Georgia's tenth graders performed at a minimal or below level, 
of the state's 178 school systems, 158 averaged a writing scale score 
higher than Atlanta's. As well, in 1987 Atlanta had the lowest percentage 
of students passing the GBST Writing Test out of 12 other Georgia 
counties of comparable size with more than 20 percent of its students 
eligible for free lunch (see Table 2). More recently, the results of the fall 
1988 administration showed a 49 percent Georgia rating and a 63 
percent Atlanta rating of "inadequate" or "minimal" on scorable papers in 
grades 9 through 11. This writing test administration included ninth 
grade repeaters, tenth graders, and eleventh graders who had not yet 
passed the test. 
One of the largest percentages of students performing at an 
inadequate or minimal level in writing occurred at the sixth grade level. 
Of 3,975 scorable papers, 60.4 percent of Atlanta's sixth grade papers 
were rated inadequate or minimal. In Table 3 appears a listing of ratings 
for sixth graders in the middle schools. In the final column under "at risk" 
appears the total of minimal and inadequate ratings by school. These 
sixth graders are "at risk" of not being able to pass the eighth and tenth 
grade writing assessment above a minimal or inadequate level. 
However, it must be noted that based on 1988 Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 
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(ITBS) results, the reading performance of sixth grade students was the 
lowest among grades 1 through 11. In a comparison of ITBS national 
percentile scores over the three-year period from 1986 to 1988, the sixth 
grade was the only grade level where there was a negative change in 
reading performance (see Table 4). Since current research corroborates 
a high correlation between reading and writing performance (Applebee, 
Langer and Mull, 1986), these scores make the sixth grade a significant 
population on which to base this study. 
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Table 2 
Georgia Basic Skills Tests Fall 1987 System Groupings 
Mean Scaled Scores and Percentage Passing 
Large Systems with more than 20% of Students Eligible for Free Lunch 
System Name M_ean. 
Writina 
Percent 
ATLANTA CITY 341 79 
BIBB 350 90 
CARROLL 346 85 
CHATHAM 348 88 
CLARKE 347 84 
COWETA 346 85 
DOUGHERTY 349 88 
GLYNN 346 84 
HOUSTON 355 94 
MUSCOGEE 349 90 
RICHMOND 345 87 
SPAULDING 351 92 
WALKER 350 88 
Group Mean 348 87 
Source: State Department of Education 
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Table 3 
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test 
Grade 6 (Middle School) Ranking of 
Spring 1988 Scores by School 
School Inadequate Minimal 
Sutton 3.7 24.8 
Inman 10.1 37.5 
Bunche 9.5 40.2 
Southwest 8.6 43.4 
Sylvan 12.3 48.5 
Long 13.3 49.4 
Price 12.9 58.6 
Coan 14.7 57.4 
Parks 34.6 43.4 
King 15.9 64.0 
Walden 15.2 66.7 
Kennedy 28.8 54.4 
% At Risk 
Good Very Good 
(Inadequate plus 
minimal scoresl 
59.9 11.6 28.5 
42.3 10.1 47.6 
43.6 6.8 49.7 
41.8 6.1 52.0 
35.4 3.8 60.8 
36.5 0.8 62.7 
27.6 1.0 71.5 
27.5 0.4 72.1 
21.3 0.7 79.9 
19.8 0.4 72.1 
18.1 0.0 81.9 
15.8 0.9 83.2 
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Table 4 
The Percentage of Atlanta Pupils Scoring At or Above the National Norm 
on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills/Tests of Achievement and 
Proficiency in Reading 1986, 1987, and 1988 
Percent of Pupils Scoring At or Above the National Norm 
Grade. ISfifi lâfiZ lâ&fi 
86-88 
Gain, 
1 40 42 54 + 14 
2 47 54 53 +6 
3 38 46 41 +3 
4 40 47 43 +3 
5 39 44 47 +8 
6 42 40 37 -5 
7 34 41 46 + 12 
8 27 34 44 + 17 
9 29 31 36 +7 
10 31 38 35 +4 
11 30 33 35 +5 
TOTAL 36 44 44 +8 
Source: Brooks (June 1988) 1988 Achievement Testing Program of the 
Atlanta Public Schools, Report No. 1, Vol. 23 
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On the state mandated writing assessments, student writing 
samples are rated on five domains or qualities — content/organization, 
style, sentence formation, usage, and mechanics. Since the Atlanta 
Public Schools has adopted the state criteria for writing performance that 
establishes a higher weight for content/organization and style than for 
sentence formation, usage, and mechanics, writing test performance on 
these two domains become significant. Among Atlanta tenth graders 
taking the Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test in the fall of 1988, 57 percent 
of the papers were rated minimal or inadequate on the 
content/organization domain and 67 percent for style. This same year, 
sixth graders' results on the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test 
for the content/organization domain were 57 percent minimal or 
inadequate and 61 percent for style (see Table 5). 
Table 5 
1988 Georgia Basic Skills Writing Test and Georgia 
Criterion-Referenced Writing Test Results 
Percent of Atlanta Papers 
Content/Organization and Style 
Rated Minimal or Inadequate on 
Score Score 
Domain Grade 6 Grade 10 
Content/Organization 57 57 
Style 61 67 
Source: State Department of Education, System Summary, 1988 
10 
Based on the state writing test results since 1986, the causes for 
such significantly low levels of writing performance among Atlanta 
students must be considered. According to the 1986 National 
Assessment of Educational Progress' (NAEP) report on writing 
achievement among American school children (Applebee, Langer, and 
Mullis, 1986), although process strategies produce higher levels of 
writing achievement, "new instructional approaches are treating the 
writing process in a superficial manner. Although some of the writing 
activities students engage in have changed, these changes have not led 
to adequate levels of writing achievement" (p. 13). The report 
recommended that the focus must shift to teaching students to think as 
they write. 
Significance of the Study 
Presently in Atlanta, teachers at all grade levels have an 
awareness of process-oriented writing instruction. Much of this 
awareness has come about through exposure to the preponderance of 
professional literature on process approaches to writing instruction, the 
use of writing curriculum guides at all grade levels, the implementation of 
schoolwide writing components which were implemented in all schools 
as part of Atlanta's Systemwide Objective Plan process, the 
implementation of the IBM Writing to Read Program placed in all 83 
elementary schools in 1987, and a significant amount of inservice both at 
the central and local school levels. However, recent testimony from 
resource teachers, principals, and systemwide monitoring team members 
suggest that most teachers who are using the process approach to 
writing are doing so superficially or not at all. These judgements are 
corroborated by the 1982 needs assessment, conducted by Georgia 
State University/Southeast Center for the Teaching of Writing (now 
defunct). A needs assessment survey administered to 460 teachers, 
representing a 20 percent random sample, found that Atlanta teachers' 
needs fell into three categories: 
1. knowing teaching/learning strategies for improving 
student writing proficiency: 
2. • applying the writing processes to student writing and to 
their own; and 
3. evaluating student writing performance. 
Over half of the teacher respondents (slightly more than 1/3 taught high 
school and the remainder was evenly distributed across grade levels) 
perceived the need to improve their competence in 80 percent of the 
items on the survey, which implied that most Atlanta teachers were 
uninformed about process-oriented writing and were ill prepared to apply 
it (Spanjer and Johnson, 1982). This needs assessment report 
recommended the need for effective programs aimed at improving the 
teaching of writing that combine theory, modeling, practice, feedback, 
and coaching for classroom application. 
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Such training programs recently occurred at George Washington 
Carver High School and Booker T. Washington High School. They 
produced student writing performance results on the state writing test that 
led to speculation for this research study. At Carver, two professors— 
Drs. Joan Pettigrew and A.D. Van Nostrand from the Communication 
Research Program (CRP), formerly the Communication Research Center 
at Georgia Tech—informally began a pilot project in September 1987 
with a group of 15 social science and English teachers to investigate and 
model various ways in which sequences of reading and writing activities 
using specific humanities texts could help students learn to think 
critically. This project was labor intensive, because it included the 
features of a residency and collaborative learning conferences between 
teachers and consultants as well as shared classroom activities. It also 
entailed periodic workshops for the teachers, in which they reviewed with 
the consultants the state of the research and scholarship on the 
humanities, reading, writing, and critical thinking. During these 
workshops, teachers speculated about how this body of research might 
be implemented in the classroom as well as addressed the obstacles that 
might interfere with such implementation. These faculty workshops 
constituted five, day-long workshops from November 1987 through May 
1988 and a four-day workshop during June 1988. 
Similarly, humanities teachers at Washington High School 
participated in an intensive Foxfire workshop conducted by Eliot 
Wigginton and his associate, Hilton Smith, at Georgia State University 
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during the 1987-88 school year, thus stressing inquiry and collaborative 
learning strategies. Both faculty development workshops exposed 
teachers to process-oriented instruction whereby the writing process was 
expanded to include writing as a tool for thinking and learning. The fall 
1988 state writing test results for Carver and Washington showed a 9 and 
13 percentage point gain, respectively, over the results for 1987. 
If writing-to-learn process strategies were in part responsible for 
the gains at Carver and Washington, could a "short-term" emphasis on 
writing as a tool for thinking about the state writing criteria itself produce 
higher levels of achievement? An answer to this question would be 
helpful to curriculum supervisors in the Atlanta Public Schools, because 
they have been mandated by the system's administration to produce 
curriculum and test preparation and practice materials in all disciplines to 
improve student performance on state and nationally normed 
standardized tests. Moreover, student performance on these tests (i.e., 
reading, writing, and mathematics) in Georgia are critical, because they 
serve as criteria for the state's Remedial Education Program and for 
receipt of a regular high school diploma. If the results of this study are 
significant, writing-to-learn process approaches will be more acceptable 
to top-level administrators for teacher training and curriculum and test 
development in all disciplines. Although this research study does not 
apply process-oriented strategies to disciplines other than 
English/language arts, the study presents research corroborating the 
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strength of writing as a tool for thinking and learning in various other 
disciplines. 
Like the writing tests administered in Georgia and the 39 other 
state writing competency tests (Turetsky, 1986) across the nation, the 
1984 National Assessment of Writing Achievement (the basis of the 1986 
NAEP report) was a direct writing measure. Its conclusion that American 
school children are able to write at a minimal level suggests the national 
scope of the problem. This assessment was administered to public and 
private school students across the nation at grades 4, 8, and 11. Nearly 
55,000 students participated in this assessment, and at least 90,000 
written responses were available for analysis (Applebee, Langer, and 
Mullis, 1986). 
The problem goes further when we consider additional findings of 
the NAEP data, which showed that: 
1. Writing performance was higher for White and Asian- 
American students than for Black and Hispanic students, 
for females than for males, and for students from 
advantaged-urban communities than those from 
disadvantaged-urban communities; and 
2. Better readers tend to have higher writing achievement... 
(Applebee, Langer, and Mullis, 1986, p. 10) 
Since Georgia has one of the highest illiteracy rates in the country, 
these findings are significant. For Atlanta students, the findings are even 
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more significant, for the school system is charged with the education of a 
92 percent predominantly Black and a 84 percent poor student 
population from predominantly disadvantaged urban communities. In 
reading, 56 percent of Atlanta's students scored below the national norm 
in grades 1 through 11 on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and the Tests of 
Achievement and Proficiency; and of the sixth graders, from which the 
random sample for this study was derived, 63 percent of these students 
fell below the national norm in reading (Brooks, 1988). The combination 
of these variables is predictive of little success in writing achievement for 
a significant percentage of Atlanta students. The possibility that this 
study proposes even a partial solution to the problem will be of great 
benefit to the Atlanta Public Schools and will point the way for a solution 
for similar student populations across the country. 
Research Questions 
Writing-to-learn strategies, couched in a process journal format as 
an advance organizer for the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test, 
were administered to a random sample of Atlanta sixth graders. These 
strategies were applied to writing instruction over a five-day period and 
resulted in an investigation of the following research questions: 
1. What are the effects of a Writing-to-Learn (WTL) Process 
Journal on the content/organization of students’ writing? 
2. What are the effects of a Writing-to-Learn (WTL) Process 
Journal on the style of students' writing? 
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3. Is there a significant difference in the content/oraanization of 
writing performance among students who have been 
exposed to the WTL Process Journal and students who have 
not? 
4. Is there a significant difference in the style of writing 
performance among students who have been exposed to the 
WTL Process Journal and students who have not? 
5. Is there a significant difference in the writing performance of 
boys versus girls where they have both been exposed to the 
WTL Process Journal? 
Although this investigation targeted a random sample of sixth 
graders, the same questions are valid for high school students who are 
likewise performing at an inadequate or minimal level on the state's 
direct writing assessment. Since the state has established a higher 
weight for content/organization (weight of 3) and style (weight of 2) for the 
writing test, an increase in students' performance on these two domains 
would be significant. Answers to the research questions and the 
development of an instrument to increase students’ writing proficiency 
would be valuable across the state. Even further, the method of 
development of such an instrument to have students "think as they write 
to promote learning" will have value for teacher training and curriculum 
development in every discipline in every district across the nation. 
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Definition of Terms 
The dependent variables of content/organization and style in 
students' writing samples were investigated to determine any change in 
these variables for students using a Writing-to-Learn Process Journal. 
This journal is defined in this study as a guided writing tool, which uses 
writing process strategies designed to help students think through, 
analyze, and clarify their own thinking based upon a writing sample and 
to rethink, revise the writing sample in preparation for a similar writing 
task. The dependent variables are defined below as they appear in the 
Basic Skills Tests Interpretive Guide for Writing (Fall 1988-Spring 1989): 
Content/Organization: The writer establishes the controlling 
idea through examples, illustrations, and facts or details. There is 
evidence of a sense of order which is clear and relevant. 
(Weight = 3) 
• Clearly established controlling idea 
• Clearly developed supporting ideas 
• Sufficiently relevant supporting ideas 
• Clearly discernible order of presentation 
• Logical transitions and flow of ideas 
• Sense of completeness 
Style: The writer controls language to establish his/her 
individuality. (Weight = 2) 
• Concrete images and descriptive language 
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• Easily readable 
• Varied sentence patterns 
• Appropriate tone for topic, audience and purpose 
Summary 
To identify the effects of a Writing-to-Learn Process Journal on the 
content/organization and style of sixth graders' writing, as measured by 
the state of Georgia, was the problem addressed in this study. Since the 
sixth grade has been targeted as the lowest achieving group at any 
grade level in the Atlanta Public Schools over the three-year period from 
1986 to 1988, it was a significant target population. The scope of the 
problem extends from problems in the teaching of process-oriented 
writing instruction to statistically significant percentages of students at the 
national, state, and local levels functioning at a minimal or below level of 
achievement based on directed writing measures. 
Chapter II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Research questions pertinent to the dependent and independent 
variables guide the literature review: 
1. To what extent does writing affect thinking and learning? 
2. Does process-oriented instruction produce higher levels of 
writing achievement? 
3. Can the use of such instruction improve performance on a 
direct measure of writing administered by a state education 
agency? 
4. To what extent does peer collaboration influence writing 
performance? 
5. To what extent can writing-to-learn strategies assist students 
in capturing the gist of a learning task? 
6. To what extent can an advance organizer prepare students 
for new learning experiences? 
Moreover, by the nature of a direct writing measure itself and the 
population to which it is applied, there are inherent questions about the 
tasks that are important to this study: 




2. To what extent does reading performance affect writing 
achievement? 
Until the 1970's most research studies on writing were concerned 
with writing as a product — the piece of writing itself. Researchers lacked 
a theory of how writing skills developed. However, during the 1970's 
researchers began to discover that writing was a more complex process 
than originally thought and that any piece of writing had its own 
developmental history worthy of study (Freedman, 1987). During the 
1980's researchers became concerned with the context of writing, 
looking at social contexts in which people learn to write. Researchers 
began to show that writing begins well before school age and that 
instruction can be understood within the context of communicative 
environments. According to Freedman, these three integrated 
developments in writing research (i.e., process, product, and context) will 
form a multidisciplinary perspective, which will lead to building a social- 
cognitive theory of writing, pointing out connections between cognition, 
context, and language. Hull (1989) illustrated the evolution of writing 
research and instruction over the last 20 years by perting out what 
researchers have learned about the nature of writing, the abilities of 
students and the best methodology for instruction (see Figure 1). Hull 
pointed out that research on composing has taught us that writing is a 
complex, recursive process that can often confound the inexperienced 
writer. Researchers have determined the writing process by asking 
writers to think aloud as they wrote, articulating their mental processes. 
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Figure 1. Changing Notions about Teaching and Studying Writing 
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Emig (1971) began this new trend in writing and thinking and 
pioneered new methodology for its study. Her 1971 study of twelfth 
graders' writing examined the procedures writers follow as they write. 
She introduced the think-aloud protocol, wherein students are taught to 
verbalize what they are thinking as they write. This procedure has 
allowed researchers to access the thinking process of writers as they 
write. Emig found that students do little thinking to plan and revise class 
writing assignments. 
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Researchers like Flowers and Hayes (1980) have compared the 
writing processes of experienced and inexperienced writers, finding that 
poor writers spend less time planning and improving the meaning of their 
texts. Poor or inexperienced writers tend to focus on correcting errors in 
spelling and grammar. They do little to reshape the meaning of their 
texts, which demand a set of conscious cognitive and linguistic behaviors 
like planning, organizing, structuring, and revising (Hull, 1989). Then, 
what does the research tell us about the connection between writing, 
thinking, and learning? 
Although Applebee (1984) pointed out that little research had 
been conducted to validate the connection between writing, thinking and 
learning, tiis research with Judith A. Langer in 1987 included the use of 
"think-aloud" protocols that Emig began. Their research (a series of three 
studies) conducted over more than a three-year period sought to answer 
these questions: 
1. Could process-oriented writing contribute to students' 
learning of new materials in a variety of subject areas? 
2. What problems would teachers find in adapting such 
approaches to their own purposes? and 
3. Are there common strategies that might be effective or will 
each subject (or each teacher) need its own set of strategies? 
Field notes and observation schedules, teacher interviews, student 
interviews, and writing samples provided the data for analyses generated 
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from 23 teachers from various subject areas and 566 students among 
working- and middle-class suburban communities in the San Francisco 
Bay area. Their findings included that: 
1. Teachers tended to modify process-oriented strategies to fit 
into their own understanding of their role as teachers to 
achieve their own goals and purposes; 
2. For those teachers who sought to foster content inquiry, their 
use of process-oriented strategies affected students' learning; 
and 
3. Different study activities engaged students in different 
patterns of learning and thinking: (a) when completing short 
answer study questions, students focused on specific ideas; 
(b) when taking notes, students focused on somewhat larger 
concepts but treated larger chunks of meaning superficially; 
and (c) when writing essays, students reconceptualized the 
content and focused on larger issues of a topic. 
Their studies support the idea that written language makes a contribution 
to content learning and can contribute to the more complex reasoning 
that will be more necessary in the future. The research further gave 
implications for curriculum supervision suggesting that it may be more 
important to give teachers new frameworks for understanding how 
students learn than giving them new curricula or activities. 
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Applebee and Langer's research is probably the most extensive 
done on the issue of how process-oriented writing shapes thinking, 
although less elaborate studies have sought to link writing, thinking, and 
learning. 
Emig was the chairperson for a recent study that further 
investigated students' decision-making or thinking processes as they 
wrote. Asher (1987) conducted the study to explore the decisions made 
by teachers and students through which a text was created and to 
determine whether and how these decisions were influenced by the 
process of writing. Using a case study methodology, Asher had the 
subjects (four college freshmen and four community college teachers of 
English) to tape record their thoughts among other procedures during 
writing sessions. The data were analyzed according to the writers' 
expressed concerns while writing, their decisions about how to carry out 
the process of writing and the textual choices and changes writers made. 
The reasons for the writers' content decisions were categorized and then 
related to the writers' intentions for their texts. Unlike the teachers in the 
study, the students’ decision-making processes included following rules 
for composition that often limited their expression. They had fewer 
strategies for essay development and were not skilled at learning from 
what they had written. 
Whereas Asher's subjects were college teachers and freshmen 
students, Sinprajukpol (1987) investigated the awareness of 
metacognitive strategies in the third and sixth grade students. Also she 
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sought to compare the awareness of metacognitive strategies among 
ineffective, average, ad successful readers. The sample consisted of 159 
third graders and 156 sixth graders from a midwest community. Subjects 
were classified into groups of ineffective, average, and successful 
readers. The researcher used the Instrument for Measuring Awareness 
of Metacognitive Strategies (IMAMS) to detect metacognitive applications 
perceived by students. The findings most relevant to this research were: 
(1) students classified as successful readers appeared to have greater 
awareness of metacognitive strategies than those classified as either 
average or ineffective, and (2) the awareness of metacognitive strategies 
appeared to increase as levels of reading performance increased. 
The question, then, to be raised is whether process-oriented 
writing produces higher levels of achievement. According to the 
aforementioned 1986 NAEP report on writing achievement, it was found 
that students who plan, revise, and edit have higher levels of writing 
achievement. Out of the nearly 55,000 students participating in the study, 
"some students did report extensive exposure to process-oriented writing 
activities, yet the achievement of these students was not consistently 
higher or lower than the achievement of those who did not receive such 
instruction" (p. 12). At all three grade levels (4, 8, and 11) students 
whose teachers emphasized process-oriented writing wrote about as 
well as those whose teachers did not. The changes in writing 
approaches have not produced adequate levels of writing achievement. 
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The recommendation resulting from this study called for refocusing the 
teaching of students to think as they engage in writing. 
Asher and Sinprajukpol's studies reaffirmed that students must be 
taught strategies for thinking as they write. Soltis (1987), providing a 
secondary analysis of the 1986 NAEP assessment in writing, completed 
a study to determine whether or not early adolescents' interest in writing 
achievement is alterable in educational settings. The study data were 
submitted to multiple regression analysis, using Walberg's Theory of 
Educational Productivity. The results indicated that early adolescents' 
interests in writing is alterable in educational settings. Soltis' findings 
suggested that early adolescents' (13-year olds) writing achievement is 
significantly associated with their ability, their peer group, and their use of 
a revision strategy. Since the age group (12-years old) of the subjects in 
this study is very close to Soltis' 13-year olds and the use of peer groups 
and revision strategies are associated with the independent variable, 
Soltis' study may suggest important implications. 
Martin (1987) attempted to design a metacognitive method for 
teaching writing. Martin combined the current research in metacognition 
with the current research in instructional writing strategies. She sought to 
design a methodology that would impact on writing and reading 
achievement. Martin's research proposed the following steps: 
1. the student thinks consciously about thinking; 
2. the student is constantly aware of the crucial goal towards 
which he is working; 
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3. the student conscientiously plans ways to meet his goal; 
4. the student checks to see whether or not the goal is met; 
and 
5. the student takes corrective action if the goal is not met the 
first time. 
In the freshmen writing classes involved in this study, instructors 
facilitated this process for the students by teaching them specific 
strategies and by providing specific activities in each phase of the writing 
process. Although no specific findings were reported, Martin proposed 
that more research is needed in this area to emphasize thinking about 
what is occurring in one's own mind during the writing process. 
Much more research must be done in the melding of 
metacognitive research and writing instruction. Most of the research so 
far has concentrated on writing to learn various content. 
Reynolds' study (1988) chronicled how writing in a tenth grade 
biology class in conjunction with reading and other class activities 
influenced students' learning of course content. Data included audiotape 
interviews, essay tests, journal writing, student writing worksheets, and 
the use of different modes of writing to help students think, study, 
remember, clarify, retain ideas, and see other points of view. At the 
beginning of the study, the students said that the purpose of writing was 
for the teacher to see what they knew; however, at the end of the study 
they said that the writing helped them to learn. The classroom teacher 
found that writing encouraged reading and that writing and reading 
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together helped students learn science concepts. For the teacher, the 
students' writing enabled her to determine where students needed more 
help, clarification, and guidance. The research recommended that the 
modes of writing examined in the study be used consistently to help 
students learn course content. 
Ambrose (1987) designed a college freshman course on the 
premise that students could improve their writing skills and learn 
historical methodology simultaneously. Classroom activities involved 
direct student interaction with the materials, the teacher, and other 
students. The study results based on various evaluation measures 
documented that some of the writing assignments helped students 
become more receptive readers, while other writing assignments helped 
students digest, assimilate, and accommodate new information. 
Gerlach (1986) produced an extensive study espousing what 
secondary content area teachers need to know about writing and about 
the teaching of writing as prerequisites to their teaching of content. The 
emphasis of the dissertation was on providing content area teachers with 
a theoretical framework explaining the appropriateness of certain 
practices and activities. Gerlach sought to arm content area teachers 
with knowledge to encourage their need to use writing as learning as 
well as effective strategies to implement the idea. 
Marshall (1984) conducted a study to determine the effects of 
writing on student responses to literature at three comprehension 
levels—descriptive, interpretive, and generalization. During a five-week 
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study of J.D. Salinger's work, students completed restricted (short answer 
responses), personal (explanations and elaborations on previous 
experiences), and formal (interpretations and analyses of the text) 
writing. Students' extended writing in both the personal and formal 
modes produced higher levels of comprehension than writing in the 
restricted mode. 
In a similar study, Newell (1984) had eleventh grade students 
perform writing tasks such as notetaking, using study questions, and 
essay writing to determine how these tasks enact with recall, concept 
application, and gain in knowledge of science and social science 
concepts. His research suggested that writing requiring the composing 
of coherent text resulted in more extensive thought and a reordering of 
information, which resulted in learning. 
Specific writing-to-learn and process writing strategies have also 
been the sources of research investigation. The use of peer 
collaboration is one of the strategies that is key to this research study. 
Peer collaboration has taken the form of writing workshops in the 
elementary schools and peer editing and response groups in the high 
schools. 
McBride Robinson (1987) investigated the effectiveness of peer 
tutoring/editing and traditional instruction on the writing abilities. 
Subjects for this study were 70 average to above average freshman 
composition students from a small liberal arts college in the midwest. 
After administering a pre and posttest during the 15-week semester of 
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this English college course, the researchers found that there was a 
significant difference in the gain scores between the two instructional 
techniques at the .05 level of significance. All 70 students showed a gain 
or maintained the same pretest score on the posttest exam. This study 
further sought to determine if there would be significant gain scores 
between males and females on the seven items of the Diederich scale 
between the two groups. Of the seven items on the Diederich scale: 
ideas, organization, wording, flavor, usage. pmnctualiflTK and spelling, 
there was no significant difference between males and females except 
for the item wording. At the .05 level of significance, males gained more 
in wording than females on the posttest. 
With a different age level, Zenanko (1986) studied the effects of 
small group cooperative learning and traditional instruction upon 
students' writing performance through an examination of pre and posttest 
writing samples and classroom observations. This quasi-experimental, 
ten-week study involved 184 students and 9 teachers from four high 
schools in middle Tennessee. Nine null hypotheses were statistically 
tested of which 5 were rejected based on a significant difference in the 
treatment groups. However, overall writing decline was documented 
which the researcher attributed to pretest effects, testing conditions, 
seasonal and assimilation effects, and statistical revision. 
When considering the use of peer groups in collaboration, Short's 
(1986) study supported the contention that collaboration creates a 
learning environment that facilitates "intertexual tying" and engages 
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students more fully and actively in learning. Her data analysis focused 
on changes in relationships among first graders as they moved toward 
collaboration and as the curriculum moved from a set of activities to an 
intertexual one. Observation, interviews, audio and videotaping were 
among the data sources. The researcher defined learning as an 
intertextual process, a process of authorship through storytelling which is 
a precursor to narrative writing for this age level student. 
In Hillocks' (1986) metaanalysis of experimental writing studies, 
he found that the most successful writing programs used writing-to-learn 
strategies. "Such programs, using peer collaboration, showed four times 
as much gain in the quality of students’ writing as teacher-dominated 
programs!' (Farr and Daniels, p. 54). 
If process-oriented strategies, including brainstorming, peer 
questioning (collaboration), revision and editing, are taught; can such 
instruction increase students' writing performance on a state writing 
assessment? 
Turetzky (1986) researched the "Implementation of a Formal 
Writing Program in a Fifth Grade Class in Order to Improve the Writing 
Scores on the New York State Fifth Grade Writing Test." Although New 
York State mandates the administration of a minimum competency 
writing test at grades 5, 11 and 12, this research concerned itself with the 
Fifth Grade Writing Test, which began in 1983. This practicum was 
applied to a sample of 27 fifth graders at Community Elementary School 
73 in the Bronx, one of 33 schools in School District Nine. The school 
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district's population was predominantly Black and Puerto Rican American 
and had the lowest writing scores in New York City. The fifth grade class, 
Class 5-2, was exposed to the writing process in the Silver Burdett 
English Series and Teaching Writing a Developmental, Systematic 
Approach by Evelyn Rothstein, which provided specific writing strategies. 
Using these materials Class 5-2, the sample population, developed 
facility in brainstorming, listing, and related prewriting activities. Students 
learned to write drafts, techniques of peer questioning, and revision and 
editing strategies. This treatment was delivered by the classroom 
teacher, using the manuals for the aforementioned instructional 
materials, from January to June 1986. Although teachers from three 
other classes participated in the ongoing teacher training workshops 
conducted by Evelyn Rothstein, only the target population received the 
treatment as designed in the study. As a result of using specific writing 
strategies during the period January to June 1986, it was found that 
85.15 percent of the students in the target class scored above the state 
reference point on the 1986 New York State Writing Test and only 14.80 
percent scored below. This class made significant gains over the other 
three fifth grade classes. Although this study had positive results, the 
convenience sampling and the limited number of students in the sample 
will not allow the results to be generalized for the larger population. 
In November 1985, Nancy Atwell's students participated in 
Maine's first statewide writing assessment of all fourth, eighth, and 
eleventh grade students. Based on assigned topics, students produced 
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two writing samples, one narrative and the other persuasive. The 
samples were rated by trained raters on six criteria: topic development, 
organization, supporting details, correct and varied sentence structure 
and syntax, vocabulary and usage, and mechanics (spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing, and form). All criteria were 
given the same weight. When the results were returned, Atwell's 
students (as all of the eighth graders in her school) had achieved the 
second highest scores on the state's writing test. The highest scores 
were attained by Great Salt Bay, a district where Donald Graves, Mary 
Ellen Giacobbe and Boothbay Writing Project teachers provided training. 
The names Atwell, Graves, and Giacobbe are well-known in the field of 
writing process practice, research, and instruction. According to Atwell, a 
fifth of Boothbay's eighth graders scored at the ninety-ninth percentile, 
and almost half of her students scored above the ninetieth percentile. 
The mean score of students at her school was at the eighty-seventh 
percentile, which included special education and Chapter I eighth 
graders (Atwell, 1987). 
Summarization is another of the writing-to-learn strategies that is a 
part of the independent variable in this research investigation. This 
strategy was not a part of the writing process approach used in the 
aforementioned studies where students were tested using a state 
mandated writing assessment. 
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Sharp (1987) conducted a study to investigate whether or not 
summary writing helps students learn biology content. She categorized 
learning into short-term and long-term learning. Students (105) in three 
biology courses representing three ability levels were given a pretest and 
two posttests to test their learning. The first test was given immediately 
after the biology unit and the second given three and a half weeks later. 
The experimental group wrote one to three practice summaries and three 
summaries on cell structure. The control group was asked to take notes 
only. The statistical analysis indicated that summary writing seemed to 
help students learn biology initially and sustained this learning 
advantage over students who did not summarize. 
In the third Langer and Applebee (1987) study, 112 students (ninth 
and eleventh graders) from four of six classes were asked to write a 200- 
250 word summary of a passage they had read. These students were 
also asked to read and study, do comprehension questions, and do 
analytic writing after reading other passages. One of the two outcome 
tasks was to measure recall of the original gist of the original passage. 
Students were asked to write down everything they could remember 
about a passage they had just read. Ratings for gist were a holistic score 
reflecting the extent to which each recall showed an understanding of the 
overall gist or meaning of the original passage. Raters used a four-point 
scale with 1 representing no reflection of the original gist to 4 reflecting 
very good preservation. The results showed that students using the 
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analytic-writing condition received considerably more "good" ratings for 
gist than did those completing comprehension question (29 percent) or 
summary writing (31 percent). Over time (six days) the effects of recalling 
gist were better for students doing analytic writing and summary writing 
than reading and studying or answering comprehension questions. 
Hahn and Garner synthesized the research on summarization 
done by Brown and Day (1983), Brown, Day, and Jones (1983) and 
Winograd (1984). The result of their synthesis produced six skills that 
students must be able to do to summarize: 
1. Ferret out trivial material; 
2. Delete repetitious material; 
3. Substitute a general term for a list of specific items; 
4. Combine a list of actions into a broader, single action; 
5. Select a topic sentence; and 
6. Create a topic sentence. 
Students in fifth and seventh grades can perform skills 1 and 2 
and older students 1 through 5. Fifth graders can identify important ideas 
only when writing brief summaries, and older students are able to 
paraphrase often changing the sequence of events. 
If summarization and other writing-to-learn strategies are a part of 
the design of an advance organizer, to what extent can it prepare 
students for new learning experiences? The research shows both 
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positive and negative evidence of the effectiveness of advance 
organizers. 
Meng (1987) examined the value of contextual organizers during 
computer-assisted instruction in social studies. The subjects were 276 
sixth grade students of average ability and achievement who were 
divided into three cognitive style groups. Treatment groups were 
exposed to written advance organizers, written post organizers, 
illustrative advance and post organizers. Subjects were given immediate 
and delayed (two weeks) posttests, and delayed posttest gain scores 
were calculated. The results showed that illustrative advance organizers 
were significantly more effective for field-dependent and field- 
intermediate subjects, while no treatment was more effective for field- 
independent subjects. The researcher also found that the effectiveness 
of the contextual organizer increased as memory of the contextual 
organizer decreased. Among the recommendations made were that 
future contextual organizer research should consider cognitive style. 
Schultz (1987) sought to determine if a semantic organizer was an 
effective prewriting strategy for improving expository writing. Seventy- 
three first grade students from four classes formed a randomly assigned 
treatment group that used a semantic organizer and a control group that 
did not. A pretest and ten writing sessions, using identical writing stimuli 
and brainstorming techniques were applied. The results of students' 
writing were holistically scored by trained raters for content, organization, 
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and purpose for the writing. These dependent variables were analyzed 
using a three factor, mixed design, and repeated measures of variances. 
Where ANOVA revealed significant mean differences, post hoc tests 
were administered to confirm the mean differences obtained. The 
analysis resulted in the following findings: (1 ) that first graders who 
used a semantic organizer as a prewriting strategy produced better 
expository writing than the control group, (2) that the semantic organizer 
was an effective strategy for developing students' ability to address 
content, organization, and purpose in expository writing, (3) that writing 
ability was enhanced for students at all reading levels tested, and 
(4) that the ability to address content, organization and purpose 
improved over time with repeated exposure to a semantic organizer. 
Lewis (1987) applied the use of an Ausubelian Advance 
Organizer and simplified readability science content to determine their 
effect when used separately or together on students' content knowledge. 
The population included 239 ninth grade students in eight biology 
classes over a ten-week period. Lab procedures were written on two 
readability levels — one at grade level and one lower — without 
changing the biology content. The advanced organizer groups received 
a written organizer at the beginning of the class prior to receiving the lab 
procedures. The control group received no organizer or simplified 
written lab procedures. A posttest was administered to all groups. The 
results indicated that the advanced organizer or the simplified readability 
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method was significantly better than no treatment, but the two used 
together were significantly better than either alone. The results of the 
study did support the Ausubel's Advance Organizer Theory. 
Avalos' (1986) research sought to investigate the effects of 
advance organizers and organizers in the middle and at the end of each 
learning task, the enhancement of prerequisites, and mastery learning on 
students' learning. In two studies, the researcher used three groups, one 
of which used no advance organizer, another with conventional 
instruction and an advance organizer, and a third which combined the 
three variables. The results showed that advanced organizers used 
alone were effective, but more effective when used in combination with 
the other variables. The researcher's new notion of using organizers 
before, in the middle, and at the end of each learning task showed 
positive effects. 
Borer (1981) drew a significant conclusion for the use of advance 
organizers after his investigation of the effects of advanced organizers on 
sixth grade students with selective attention deficits. Borer's study 
researched the use of advance organizers and behavioral objectives as 
strategies for improving reading achievement with these students. A total 
sample of 48 males and 48 females from eight classes formed four 
treatment conditions: advanced organizers, behavioral objectives, 
advanced organizers plus behavior objectives, and a control group with 
neither advance organizers nor behavioral objectives. Students' level of 
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selective attention was measured on Hagen's (1967) Central-Incidental 
Learning Task, and they were given a standardized reading test (Iowa 
Tests of Basic Skills). Analysis of the data showed that: (1 ) there was a 
positive relationship between selective attention and reading 
achievement for sixth graders; (2) that at high levels of selective attention 
students provided with advanced organizers and behavioral objectives 
performed better than students without such strategies; and (3) that 
students with low selective attention did not significantly improve in 
reading when provided advance organizers and behavioral objectives as 
compared to the control group. However, there was the unexpected 
finding that the control group outperformed the treatment groups. Among 
conclusions drawn for this finding were that: (1) there may have been 
unknown differences in teaching methods among groups; (2) students 
might have been misplaced in reading groups; and (3) unless the 
teacher provides help to have students with selective attention deficits 
use advance organizers actively, no positive results may materialize. 
The researcher suggested more active monitoring of treatments. 
The purpose of Arnold's 1981 dissertation was to design materials 
to develop the writing skills of Basic Writing (BW) students. The following 
quotation stating the desirable use of advance organizers with basic 
writing students reflects the stance of this research investigation: 
The purpose of this dissertation has been to design 
materials which develop writing skills in Basic Writing (BW) 
students. In the course of creating these materials, current 
"schools" of thought on teaching composition and textbooks 
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reflecting these approaches have been examined only to find 
that "traditional" (or even the most innovative) approaches do 
not work because they do not consider the characteristics of 
the learning style of BW students, whose writing resembles 
what Piaget termed "verbal syncreticism" in children. 
Research has indicated that certain techniques like attention- 
getting devices and advance organizers direct students to the 
important points, which they cannot see for themselves. 
Combined with these techniques is the belief that BW 
students need to be shown (rather than told) and to 
experience the process of composing an effective paper and 
that by being shown and led through the patterns of planning 
and organization, they will develop a "feel" for a well-written 
paragraph.... (p. 978A) 
The only findings presented for this study suggested that in a field 
test situation there was a shown a need for a grammatical handbook to 
accompany this new material. 
Arnold's comments about basic writing students prompts a look at 
the research on the writing achievement trends among low socio¬ 
economic (SES) students who comprise 80 percent of the subjects in this 
study. 
According to Farr and Daniels' writing in Language Diversity and 
Writing Instruction (1986), "there is not a substantial body of research that 
deals specifically with the issues of teaching writing to minority students" 
(p. 1). They admitted that the research literature was both sketchy and 
narrow on minority writing and that implications can be drawn from 
linguistic research and research on composition instruction. However, 
the 1986 NAEP report on writing performance among American children 
held some major findings: (1) that at grades 4, 8, and 11, Black and 
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Hispanic students performed substantially lower in writing achievement 
than did White and Asian-American students; (2) that eleventh grade 
Black and Hispanic students' writing performance (200 points for both 
groups) was below that of eighth grade White students (211 points); (3) 
that at the fourth grade level, Black students' writing performance is 25 
points below that of White students and this difference remains the same 
at grades 8 and 11 (25 and 24 points, respectively). The report further 
pointed out a relatively parallel trend in grade-to-grade writing 
achievement for all four ethnic groups. The report cautioned reliance on 
these parallel trends based on the higher dropout rates for Blacks and 
Hispanics than for Whites. The contention was that, if these dropouts had 
remained.in school, writing achievement at the upper grades would have 
been even lower than reported. 
Chall and Jacobs presented the findings of a 1982 study on 
writing and reading achievement among low SES children. The study 
group included 30 low SES students in grades two, four, and six who 
were retested a year later in grades three, five, and seven. Using teacher 
recommendation and test scores, students were categorized as above 
average and below average readers. SES was based upon family 
income and federal lunch program eligibility. The writing assessment 
consisted of ten minutes for narrative writing and ten minutes for 
expository writing on 1972 NAEP prompts. Writing samples were 
holistically scored an evaluated on 12 measures: overall measures 
(holistic score, holistic rank, and production); syntactic-organizational 
42 
measures (organization, t unit length, and sentence length); content 
measures (content rating and unfamiliar Spache and Dale vocabulary); 
and precision measures (form rating, handwriting rating, and percentage 
of misspelled words). The findings included: (1) students' writing 
samples tended to decelerate in effectiveness from grades five to seven 
on all measures except handwriting and spelling; (2) above average 
readers were generally better in writing than below average readers on 
most writing measures after third grade; (3) growth in writing performance 
was greater between grades three and five than between grades five and 
seven; (4) neither the above nor the below average readers received 
high ratings on precision measures, especially on form. The generalized 
conclusion was that minority students had ideas (content) to write about 
but lacked the skills (form) to express those ideas effectively on paper. 
The results of this 1982 study were commensurate with Mina 
Shaughnessy's position that minority students' ("basic writers" as she 
calls them) writing problem is less their culture or dialect than their lack of 
experience in writing. She stated: 
Compared with the 1000 words a week that a British 
student is likely to have written in the equivalent of an 
American high school or even the 350 words a week that an 
American student in a middle-class high school is likely to 
have written, the basic writing student is more likely to have 
written 350 words per semester. It would not be unusual for 
him to have written nothing at all (1977, p. 14). 
Much of the research seen thus far associates writing performance 
with reading achievement. Soundy (1988) researched the effects of 
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writing experiences in the expressive mode on children's writing ability. 
Her study was based on the premise that reading and the language arts 
are interrelated. Using the nonequivalent control group design, the study 
was conducted in three schools with each school representing a different 
socioeconomic category. Students in grades three through sex were 
divided into treatment and control groups for this 16-week study. The 
researcher added 15 minutes of daily sustained silent reading or 
expressive writing practice to the existing reading program. Students 
were pretested and posttested for reading growth and asked to do four 
writing samples. An analysis of covariance showed a significant effect for 
expressive writing practice. The Pearson-product-moment coefficient 
was used to test the relationship between reading comprehension and 
writing performance. There was a moderate relationship between 
reading and writing. The findings offered evidence for the integration of 
the teaching of reading and writing. 
In a study conducted by Staszak Karazim (1988) on the 
relationship between reading abilities and practices in the home, 
expository writing skills, and reading stanine scores, she found a minimal 
correlation between reading and writing scores. Her subjects were 68 
high school tenth graders in a rural school system. In order to determine 
the relationship between the variables, she used three assessment 
tools—Spearman Correlation Coefficients, multiple regression, and an 
analysis of variance. Writing samples and reading comprehension 
scores on the 3-R's Test Level 15/16 were used. In conclusion of the 
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research, the research suggested the use of other surveys and 
assessment tools for further investigation. 
Cate (1987) investigated the interrelationship of reading and 
writing after integrating three directional writing components into a 
college reading program, subjects included two reading-instruction-only 
groups (193 subjects) and an experimental reading/writing instruction 
group (61 subjects). The control group received general reading 
instruction consisting of power reading, rate training, and comprehension 
exercises, while the experimental group wrote book reports, and used 
prereading written organizers, an sentence combining exercises. The 
Nelson-Denny Reading Test (Forms E & F) were used as pre and 
posttests. The ANOVA was used to analyze the results, which showed 
that the writing infused group made significant gains in reading 
achievement. The conclusion was drawn that writing can be successfully 
infused in a college reading program. 
Although no statistics are given for the relationship of reading and 
writing in the 1986 NAEP report on writing performance, one of the 
conclusions indicated that many years of research suggests that better 
learning occurs when students use writing across the curriculum and that 
there is a relationship between reading proficiency and writing 
achievement. Further, Stotsky (1983) synthesized the research and 
stated that the research results are mixed about the effects of teaching 
writing on reading comprehension and how reading affects writing 
performance. However, she said that most studies show that the use of 
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writing to improve reading comprehension and recall of information was 
significantly higher when writing activities were integrated throughout the 
curriculum. 
Summary 
The research cited in this study gave insights into: (1) the effects 
of the writing process and specific writing-to-learn strategies 
(summarization and peer collaboration) on students' learning and 
achievement, (2) the effects of the use of such strategies to improve 
performance on a direct measure of writing administered through a state 
education agency, (3) the effects of advanced organizers on student 
achievement, and (4) the trends of writing performance among minority 
students similar to the subjects in this study. Since several of the 
research studies presented tended to relate reading and writing 
achievement in some way, the findings of statistical relationships were 
present in this study. 
The literature review substantiated that research in the area of 
writing is continuing to evolve towards a more cognitive and social 
contextual view of writing. Researchers have begun over the last decade 
to consider how writing affects thinking and have researched specific 
strategies like summarizing and peer collaboration that appear to have 
statistical significance on student achievement. The literature costs some 
doubt, however, that students at various grade levels have a 
metacognitive awareness of what they do as they write. It appears that 
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students must be taught, and the literature supports that students can be 
taught using approaches like Emig's think-aloud protocols. However, 
much research remains to be done in this area. 
The research appears to support the concept that writing 
enhances the learning of content and recall when extended writing tasks 
such as analytical writing or summary writing are performed in lieu of 
short answer (written) responses. The peer collaboration data used in 
this study do not conclusively support that the use of peer collaboration 
significantly affects writing performance. However, the analysis of such 
studies by Hillock affirms that such practices showed four times the gain 
in the quality of students' writing performance. 
Only two research studies were found that related the effects of 
writing process strategies to students' writing performance on state 
mandated writing tests. Although the first study showed some gain, the 
sample was too small to generalize to the larger population. However, 
data were generated from the results of two writing programs run by 
experts in the field of process writing. The high percentile scores of the 
students in their programs suggest that the use of the writing process 
produces higher levels of writing achievement. This supposition was 
corroborated by the 1986 NAEP writing achievement data, which 
involved 55,000 students. 
Although the use of advanced organizers abounds in various 
disciplines and for various purposes, researchers that have applied them 
to writing have usually done so in combination with other writing process 
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strategies. It appears that advanced organizers used with other 
strategies like simplified readability, peer collaboration, behavioral 
objectives, or brainstorming (combined strategies appearing in the 
literature) tend to produce statistically significant achievement for most 
students. Further research is needed to substantiate to what extent the 
subjects cognitive abilities and styles influence the outcomes of using 
advanced organizers. It is clear, however, that researchers tend to use 
advance organizers over an extended length of time and have found 
their influence increase achievement over time. 
When considering the relationship between reading and writing, 
the research upholds that there is a relationship, but the direction of 
causality is not clear. The few studies that gave information comparing 
the writing performance of males and females showed no clear-cut 
evidence that females out-performed males, although this conclusion 
was drawn in the 1986 NAEP report. More research specifically 
addressing writing performance by sex needs to be conducted, since 
none of the studies addressed this issue as a primary focus of the 
research. 
Finally, trends in writing performance among low SES students 
were explicated based on scanty research data. The prognosis among 
the experts on this issue tend to support that lack of writing achievement 
among minority students is attributable to their lack of practice, not to their 
culture or dialect. It is clear that minority writing performance is lowest for 
Blacks and Hispanics and that additional research needs o be done in 
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his area. Such research may need to begin with the generalization of the 
1982 study which maintained that minority students have ideas (content) 
to write about but lack the skills (form) to express themselves effectively. 
Although this review of the literature has not been exhaustive, the 
studies are varied and interrelated enough to allow some judgements 
about trends that appear to affect the variables in this study. 
Chapter III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
It was the purpose of this study to investigate the effects of a 
writing-to-learn process journal on the writing performance of a random 
sample of Atlanta sixth graders as measured by a direct measure of 
writing administered by the state of Georgia. Using an experimental and 
control group of sixth graders, the experimental group used the WTL 
Process Journal five days prior to the administration of the state writing 
assessment and the control group did not. The justification for the five- 
day treatment period was based on the intent of the study to use the WTL 
Process Journal, not solely as a writing process teaching/learning tool, 
for writing process instruction would have occurred for students in both 
the experimental and control groups during the seven months prior to the 
treatment, but as an aid to short-term memory. 
Projected Relationship of the Variables 
It was expected that if sixth graders used an instrument employing 
writing-to-learn process strategies to have them think about the state 
writing criteria for the two writing domains — content/organization and 
style — that the achievement levels on these two domains would 
increase and thereby increase students' writing performance on the 
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test. These dependent variables 
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were chosen, because the state assigns a greater weight to 
content/organization and style than to the other three domains of the test. 
The weights are assigned thusly: 
content/organization weight = 3 
style weight = 2 
sentence formation weight = 1 
usage weight = 1 
mechanics weight = 1 
The recommendation from the 1986 NAEP report on writing achievement 
that the focus change to teaching students to think as they write 
(Applebee, Langer, Mullis, 1986) prompted an investigation of writing-to- 
learn process strategies. Such strategies were used to design the WTL 
Process Journal, the independent variable. Further, it was expected that 
if this instrument based on writing-to-learn process strategies was used 
as an advance organizer for a short term prior to the actual writing test 
that students would internalize the gist of the state writing criteria and 
apply this knowledge to increase their performance on the state writing 
test. 
Conceptual Support for the Interlinkages of the Variables 
The 1970's and 1980's brought an awareness of process 
approaches to writing instruction, which was a radical response to the 
overemphasis on written product rather than on the process of writing 
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itself. The journal literature abounds with practical application of the 
writing process approach. However, one of the major conclusions of the 
1986 NAEP report states that these process-oriented approaches to 
writing instruction have been relatively ineffective in helping students 
think and write more clearly (Applebee and Langer, 1987). "Students are 
not learning to link process activities with problems they face in their own 
writing" (Applebee, Langer, and Mullis, 1986, pp. 12-13). 
The independent variable in this study is the WTL Process 
Journal, which is a guided writing and thinking tool that combines the 
theoretical concept of writing as a mode of learning to help students link 
process activities to the problems they face in their own writing. The 
theoretical framework supporting this independent variable is important 
to understanding the significance of the study. Applebee, Langer, and 
Mullis (1986) recommended that because writing and thinking are so 
deeply intertwined, writing provides an ideal way to increase students' 
experiences in using thinking skills. Applebee and Langer (1987) stated 
that advocates stressing the role of "writing in learning" are increasing 
among both teachers and researchers (Applebee, 1977; Fulwiler and 
Young, 1982; Gere, 1985; Marland, 1977; Maimon, 1981; Martin, 1984; 
Martin, D'Arcy, Newton, and Parker, 1976; Newkirk and Atwell, 1982; 
Young and Fulwiler, 1986); however, this growing acceptance has not 
led to equal success in improving writing instruction or in developing 
thinking among American school children. 
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Emig (1977) introduced the theory of writing as a mode of 
learning, which set the stage for experimentation and research on writing 
as learning. In her classic article that appeared in College Composition 
and Communication (May, 1977), she correlated successful learning 
strategies with selected attributes of writing process and product. 
Moreover, she referenced Jerome Bruner in discussing the three major 
ways humans represent and deal with actuality: (1) inactive - we learn 
"by doing"; (2) iconic - we learn "by depiction in an image”; and 
(3) representational or symbolic - we learn "by restatement in words." 
According to Emig, by the very nature of writing, all three ways of dealing 
with actuality are "simultaneously or almost simultaneously deployed" (p. 
124). In this same publication Smith (1977) further analyzed Bruner's 
views on language and writing and declared that Bruner concluded that 
school promotes growth of mental operations through training in writing 
language. Flower and Hayes (1981) pointed out that writing is among 
the most complex of all human mental activities. The writer must 
"produce an organized set of ideas for a paper by selecting and 
arranging a manageable number of concepts and relations from a vast 
body of knowledge and fit what they know to the needs of another 
person, a reader, and to the constraints of formal prose" (p. 11 ). 
The term "writing to learn" appears in more recent professional 
literature (Mayher, 1983; Myers, 1984; Gere, 1985) and explicates 
specific strategies or process approaches marked by instructional 
sequences designed to help students think through and organize their 
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ideas before writing and to rethink and revise their initial drafts (Applebee 
and Langer, 1987). Specific strategies include brainstorming, listing, 
journal writing, peer revising and editing among others. Although journal 
writing is a process approach, Wrobleski (1986) extended its use 
whereby writers gained insight into their own writing method by telling 
what happened so far in the writing and planning what to do next. 
Peer collaboration for revising and editing is another important 
process approach that was integrated into the WTL Process Journal. 
Wertsch's (1979) clarification of Vygotsky's theory of social interaction to 
higher psychological processes is key to the collaborative approaches in 
the WTL Process Journal. Vygotsky (1978) described the "zone of 
proximal development" as the "...distance between the actual 
development level as determined by independent problem solving and 
the level of potential development as determined through problem 
solving under the guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers" 
(p. 86). Vygotsky argued that "...what children can do with the assistance 
of others might be in some sense even more indicative of their mental 
development than what they can do alone" (p. 85). Vygotsky maintained 
that social interaction plays a significant role in the development of all 
higher mental functions, which appear first on the social 
(interpsychological) plane and only later on the individual 
(intrapsychological) plane. Thus, "any higher mental function was 
external because it was social at some point before becoming an 
integral, truly mental function" (Wertsch, 1979, p. 2). In other words, 
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higher order thinking skills are developed as a consequence of social 
interaction before it is an internalized mental function by the individual. 
In the WTL Process Journal students are given opportunities to assist 
each other in decision-making about each other's writing. This 
collaboration or social interaction serves to help students develop mental 
constructs to be internalized individually. 
The dependent variables of content/organization and style are two 
of the five domains measured by the state of Georgia based on a direct 
measure of students' writing. On indirect measures of achievement such 
as the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and the Tests of Achievement and 
Proficiency administered by the state in reading and mathematics, 
students respond to multiple choice test items that do not call for them to 
generate original responses from their own reservoir of knowledge. A 
direct measure of writing calls for such responses, for students are given 
a prompt on which they are to write, thus generating original thoughts 
and ideas coherently on paper. Such a direct measure comes closer to a 
"true test" of knowledge (content) as well as skill (organization, 
mechanics, and usage). 
For this direct measure of writing, students in grades six, eight and 
ten are required to write a writing sample on an assigned topic (prompt) 
during a two-hour block of time. Each student's writing sample is scored 
independently by two raters, using a scale of 1 to 4 signifying 
inadequate, minimal, good, and very good on five domains (i.e., 
content/organization, style, sentence formation, usage, and mechanics). 
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For the content/organization of students' writing to be considered in this 
study, the raters judged the effectiveness of student writing samples to 
establish the controlling idea through examples, illustrations, facts or 
details. As well, they judged evidence of a sense of order which was 
clear and relevant (organization). For style, the raters judged students' 
control of language to establish his or her individuality. The WTL 
Process Journal served as an advance organizer for the state writing 
assessment, thus presenting the state criteria for content/organization 
and style that was expected of students. 
Ausubel (1963) formulated the concept of "the advance organizer," 
which is a set of related material presented prior to the new material and 
written on a higher level of abstraction, inclusiveness, and generality 
than new material to be learned. Ausubel suggested that "the most 
effective way of increasing learning and retention is by manipulating the 
organization, stability, and clarity of the concepts relating to new material 
that already have been established in the learner's cognitive structure" 
(Jerrolds, 1985, p. 72). The advance organizer bridges the gap between 
what the learner already knows and what the learner needs to know 
before he or she can successfully learn the task at hand (Ausubel, 1968). 
Although there are more than two decades of research on this learning 
device, there is a considerable body of research to support as well as 
refute its soundness. In this study the WTL Process Journal manipulated 
the organization and clarity of the state writing criteria for 
content/organization and style. This manipulation entailed using writing- 
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to-learn strategies over a five-day period to have students write and think 
about the controlling idea, the sense of order, and their control of 
language as they wrote on prompts similar to those given on the state's 
writing assessment. On the sixth day all students in the study took the 
Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test. The researcher used the 
findings of psycholinquist T. G. Bever to justify the short treatment period. 
Bever said that language is transferred from short-term memory to long¬ 
term memory as a recoding of its gist, while the literal words are lost 
(Hirsch, 1987). Although short-term memory research corroborates that 
the mind cannot hold more than about four to seven separate items, on 
the basis of Bever's account, long-term memory of the gist of language 
presentations should be quite reliable. How else can people even recall 
in long-term memory brief conversations. The researcher sought to have 
students in the experimental group get the "gist" of the state's writing 
criteria. 
Hypotheses 
If a writing-to-learn process journal is used by a random sample of 
sixth graders prior to the state writing assessment to get the gist of the 
state evaluation criteria, provide practice in taking a direct writing 
measure, and guide students to think as they write, what effects will this 
instrument have on the content/organization and style of students’ writing 
samples? Three null hypotheses were examined in this study: 
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1. There will be no significant difference in the 
content/organization of the writing performance of sixth 
graders who use a WTL Process Journal and the writing 
performance generated by sixth graders who do not use a 
WTL Process Journal; 
2. There will be no significant difference in the style of the 
writing performance of sixth graders who use a WTL Process 
Journal and the writing performance generated by sixth 
graders who do not use a WTL Process Journal; and 
3. There will be no significant difference in the writing 
performance of boys versus girls where they both have been 
exposed to the WTL Process Journal. 
Summary 
This research investigation to determine the effects of a writing-to- 
learn process journal on the writing samples of a random sample of 
Atlanta sixth graders was predicated on documented theory of both the 
independent and dependent variables. Subsequent writing theory 
based on Jerome Bruner's theory that writing promotes growth in 
learning and Vygotsky's idea that social interaction is a prerequisite to 
the development of higher mental processes were a part of the 
theoretical base for the WTL Process Journal — the independent 
variable. Ausubel's theory that learning and mental retention of new 
material to be learned must be reorganized and clarified based upon the 
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learner's already existing cognitive structure was the theoretical basis for 
students' performance on the content/organization and style domains on 
the Georgia Criterion-Reference Writing Test — the dependent variable. 
Chapter IV 
RESEARCH METHODS 
Design of the Study 
This research study was based on an experimental design 
wherein a random sample of sixth graders was assigned to treatment 
conditions while another was not and the results compared. Four 
classes of sixth graders from two Atlanta middle schools were randomly 
selected for the study. Two classes in each middle school comprised the 
control group and two other classes comprised the experimental group to 
which the treatment was applied. Both the experimental and control 
groups were matched for age, social class, ability level, and teacher 
qualifications. 
Table 6 presents the data for the stratification of the experimental 
and control groups based on teacher qualifications. Fourteen teachers at 
the two school sites completed the Teacher Questionnaire (Appendix A) 
from which eight teachers were matched and assigned the experimental 
and control groups. In Table 6, the teachers are listed one through eight 
with teachers 1-4 from East Atlanta Middle School and teachers 5-8 from 
Sylvan Middle School. Teacher qualifications were matched by school 
and across the two schools such that the teachers of the experimental 
group (teachers 2 and 4 from East Atlanta and teachers 5 and 7 from 
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Sylvan) possessed approximately the same characteristics as those for 
the control group (teachers 1 and 3 from East Atlanta and teachers 6 and 
8 from Sylvan). 
Table 6 
Responses to Teacher Questionnaire: Teacher Qualifications Used 
to Match Experimental and Control Groups by School 
Teachers (N = 8) 
East Atlanta Sylvan 
Qualifications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Years teaching 
experience 
16-19 16-19 4-7 4-7 20 or more 20 or more ! 12-15 12-15 
2. Teacher certification 

















3. Race Black Black Black Black Black Black Black Black 
4. Sex Female Male Female Female Female Female Female Female 
5. Number of inservice 
or degree courses in 
process writing 
6-11 6-11 1-5 1-5 6-11 6-11 1-5 1-5 




English English English/ 
Reading 
English English English/ 
Reading 
7. Number of compositions 
assigned per week 
2-3 2-3 0-1 0-1 6 or more 6 or more 2-3 2-3 
Note: East Atlanta Experimental Group = Teachers 2 and 4 Sylvan Experimental Group = Teachers 5 and 7 
East Atlanta Control Group = Teachers 1 and 3 Sylvan Control Group = Teachers 6 and 8 
Total Experimental Group = Teachers 2,4,5, and 7 Total Control Group = Teachers 1,3,6, and 8 
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In Table 6, qualification items 1, 2, 5, 6 and 7 constituted data most 
influencing student writing preparation. 
Table 7 presents the administrative labels given for the ability 
levels of students in each class assigned to the teachers in the study. 
Table 7 
Class Ability Levels Assigned to Teachers of the Experimental 











Class Ability Level 
Above Average 
Average to Below Avg. 
Mixed 
Mixed 
Control Group East Atlanta 1 Above Average 
3 Average to Below Avg. 
Sylvan 6 Mixed 
8 Mixed 
The information in Tables 6 and 7 provided the schema for the initial 
stratification of the experimental and control groups. In both the 
experimental and control groups student ability levels ranged from above 
average classes to mixed ability level classes. Statistically, as shown in 
Table 8, the sample means used to compare the age and ability levels of 
students in the experimental and control groups showed a one-month 
difference in their mean age and a five-tenths difference in their mean 
reading scaled scores. 
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Table 8 
Comparison of Students' Age, Ability Level and Socioeconomic Status 
By Experimental and Control Groups 
SES 
Mean (Percent 






on Free and 
Reduced Lunch) 
Experimental 
Group 76 12.8 130.0 78 
Control Group 71 12.7 130.6 82 
Reading scaled scores on the 1988 Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were used 
as the ability level index for this study, since a review of the literature 
maintains a statistically significant relationship between reading and 
writing performance (Applebee, et al., 1986, p. 10). 
Population 
Out of a total population of 274 sixth graders at East Atlanta Middle 
School and 279 sixth graders at Sylvan Middle School, an experimental 
group of 76 students from the two schools and a control group of 71 
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students represented the total sample population. Fifty-nine students 
from Sylvan and 88 students from East Atlanta contributed to the 147 
students in the study, representing between 2 and 3 percent of each 
school's population. 
Both schools serve a predominantly African-American, urban, low 
socioeconomic population, and both schools have gone through the 
transition of being high schools changed to middle schools within the 
past three years. Table 9 presents data on the general descriptive 
characteristics of the two schools. The information in Table 9 illustrates 
the similarities between the two school populations. 
Treatment 
A thirty-minute orientation session in both schools for teachers 
working with the experimental group occurred one day prior to the 
beginning of this research investigation. The inservice entailed the 
researcher providing explanations and procedures for the use of the WTL 
Process Journal over the five-day period and responding to any 
questions that the teachers had. 
On the first day, students in the experimental groups in both 
schools were given a copy per student of the Writing-to-Learn Process 
Journal for a five-day instructional period in April 1989. The control 
group in these schools did not have access to or use the WTL Process 
Journal. This instrument was used from 20 to 45 minutes each day for 
the five days. 
Table 9 
General Descriptive Characteristics 



















Students At or 
Above National 
Norm in Reading 
(NP=50) 
Sylvan Middle 
School 700 .35 76 38 91.7 33 
East Atlanta 
Middle School 641 .40 76 28 89.3 34 
Source: 1988-89 School Reports for Sylvan and East Atlanta, Department of Research and Evaluation, Atlanta Public 
Schools 
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The time of the instrument's use was determined by the number of pages 
to be covered each day, which varied. The teacher's directions for use of 
the instrument specified the appropriate time by page number or series of 
page numbers. The teacher was expected to guide and monitor the use 
of the instrument as it was designed; no modifications of the content or 
procedures were allowed. The completed journals themselves served as 
reliable evidence that students worked through the exercises. At the end 
of the fifth day, the teachers collected all WTL Process Journals and took 
them to the principal's office for pick up. The control groups in both 
schools continued their language arts instruction from the Silver Burdett 
English series over the five-day treatment period. At the end of the 
treatment period, to determine any possible intervening factors that might 
contaminate the results, the teachers of the experimental groups 
completed a questionnaire (see Appendix B), describing any other 
materials or strategies that they might have used during the five-day 
treatment period and the teachers of the control groups did likewise, 
using another questionnaire (see Appendix C). 
On the sixth day, all sixth graders in the Atlanta Public Schools 
took the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test, which is a 75-minute 
direct writing sample. All sixth graders in Atlanta and across the state of 
Georgia wrote on the same prompt or topic. 
Student scores on the content/organization and style domains of 
the sixth grade writing assessment administered by the state were 
compared for the control and experimental groups. Since the state's 
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rating procedures and results are considered valid and reliable, these 
results were used to investigate the effects of the WTL Process Journal. 
The state's scoring procedures appear in the appendix section of this 
document (see Appendix D). The mean scores of students in the 
experimental group on the content/organization and style domains was 
compared to those of the control group. Comparisons were also made 
based on the writing results of the groups according to sex and reading 
performance. 
The WTL Process Journal, the independent variable, was 
structured to engage students in process approaches to writing. 
Activities typically associated with process-oriented writing include 
brainstorming, journal writing, emphasizing students' ideas and 
experiences, small-group activities, multiple drafts among other activities 
(Applebee and Langer, 1987). Shugarman and Hurst (1986, February) 
pointed out that paraphrase writing, wherein students rewrite text in their 
own words, can result in increased comprehension, interest, 
concentration, and recall. Costa (1984) suggested that if educators wish 
to develop intelligent behavior among students they should encourage 
students to think about their own thinking. He defined metacognition as 
"the ability to plan a strategy to produce needed information, to be 
conscious of their own steps and strategies in thinking and to reflect on 
the productivity of their own thinking" (p. 57). All of these strategies 
merged in the construction of the WTL Process Journal. 
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Specific activities included having students: 
1. Ask themselves questions about the writing prompts that may 
be on the state writing test; 
2. Brainstorm ideas on a writing prompt similar to one that 
would be given by the state; 
3. Write a first and final draft; 
4. Summarize (a type of paraphrasing) the controlling idea of 
their writing; 
5. Ask questions about their own thinking; 
6. Rethink and revise their first draft based on decisions about 
the need for information; and 
7. Rethink and rewrite their first draft based upon suggestions 
from their peers. 
Like the WTL Process Journal, which presented a guided 
approach to process writing to the experimental group, the grade 6 Silver 
Burdett textbook used by the control group also presented process 
writing. Each unit in the textbook is divided into 12 to 15 lessons of 
mostly grammar, vocabulary, usage, mechanics, study skills, and 
speaking/listening exercises. Four pages per unit present a guided 
approach to process writing. This portion of each unit is called the 
Writing Project, and in the sixth grade book students write a character 
sketch, a three-paragraph report, a cause-effect paragraph and a poem 
during the semester in which the state writing test was administered. All 
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students in the study were exposed to process writing as presented in the 
Silver Burdett text over the seven months prior to this research. Unlike 
the WTL Process Journal, no portion of the Silver Burdett textbook called 
for students to think about their writing as they wrote or manipulated the 
state's writing criteria. 
The WTL Process Journal was scrutinized for face, content, and 
construct validity. A group of 30 sixth graders at an Atlanta middle school 
from which there were no students participating in this research worked 
through the WTL Process Journal and made recommendations to 
increase its content validity (see Appendix E). Six teachers from this 
same school provided feedback about the instrument's ease of use, 
appropriateness of the treatment timeframe, and potential effectiveness 
in guiding students to think as they wrote (see Appendix F). Based on 
the student and teacher input, changes were made in the instrument. All 
sixth grade teachers responded that the instrument should be very 
effective in improving writing performance on the Georgia Criterion- 
Referenced Writing Test. 
Data Collection 
On the seventh day of this research investigation, the researcher 
collected the WTL Process Journals from the two schools and a 
disclaimer bearing the signatures of teachers of the experimental group, 
thereupon testifying that they did not modify or in any other way tamper 
with the contents of the WTL Process Journal (see Appendix G). Only 
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one teacher out of the eight responded that "too little time" was a difficulty 
that students experienced using the WTL Process Journal. With the 
collection of these materials, it was found that only 61 percent of the WTL 
Process Journals had all pages filled out. The experimental subgroup at 
Sylvan had the majority of its WTL Process Journals with only the first 
three to five pages completed, whereas the experimental subgroup at 
East Atlanta had all pages completed. 
The final steps in the research called for teachers of both the 
experimental and control groups to complete a follow-up questionnaire 
(see Appendices B and C). The researcher sought to determine to what 
extent, if any, intervening variables might have contaminated the 
research results. Three statements, one under the category of materials 
and two under the category of strategy were given numerical point values 
based on the possible significance of each response to students' writing 
preparation. Since the first response statement called for teachers to 
affirm that the instructional materials used were the ones prescribed by 
the researcher, the expectation was that each teacher would respond 
affirmatively (answer "yes"). All teachers responded as expected to this 
statement. However, point values were assigned as follows to the other 
two response statements: 
Statement 2 = one point each was assigned each strategy listed 
Statement 3 = a rank order of 1 to 4 was given for the four 
strategies listed. The highest point value of 4 was 
given for the strategy ranked most important to 
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students' writing preparation. A point value of 1 
was the lowest. The sum of the ranked strategies 
produced a point value of 10 for response 3. 
Table 10 shows the point values assigned each statement and the 
resultant total point values for teachers of both the experimental and 
control groups. 
Table 10 
Teacher Responses to Treatment Questionnaire 
and Assigned Point Values 
Teacher (N=8) 
(Statement Number} 
Point Value of 
 Response?  
(2)6 (3)10 Total Points=16 
Experimental 
Group 2 5 10 15 
4 6 10 16 
5 6 10 16 
7 5 7 12 
Control Group 1 6 10 16 
3 3 6 9 
6 2 7 9 
8 3 10 13 
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The results of the questionnaire will be analyzed in Chapter V. The most 
critical data for this study was obtained from the school and system 
reports on the results of the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test 
and the accompanying Student Achievement Roster for sixth graders at 
East Atlanta Middle School and Sylvan Middle School. 
Delimitations 
Although students' use of the Writing-to-Learn Process Journal 
was not totally dependent on teacher guidance, teachers were expected 
to provide orientation for its use and give technical assistance as 
needed. For this reason, the intended use of the WTL Process Journal in 
terms of amount of time, degree of time on task, and clarification of 
activities were monitored by teachers. Although a teacher orientation 
was conducted with the experimental group to dissuade teacher 
misperception, a delimiting factor might lie in teachers' perception of their 
roles. Further, the instrument, although validated by teachers and 
students, might require more time than originally established. Finally, 
since no formal research on the target population (sixth graders) has 
been done to determine the reason for their lack of progress on all 
standardized measures over the last three years, such factors remain 
unknown and might be delimiting factors themselves. 
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Statistical Tool 
The T-Test on Independent Samples was used to determine the 
statistical difference between the means on the content/organization and 
style domains of the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test, and then 
compare results between males and females who used the WTL Process 
Journal. The level of significance was set at P = .05. 
Summary 
Chapter IV included the design of the study, a description of the 
population, treatment, and the measures used to collect data. The WTL 
Process Journals were collected from the experimental group as 
evidence that students actually completed the activities therein. Also, a 
follow-up questionnaire was collected from teachers of both the 
experimental and control groups to determine any intervening variables 
that might have contaminated the research results. All other data were 
secured from the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Tests results 
provided the Atlanta Public Schools in late August 1989. Chapter V 
presents the data and an analysis of the data that was found. 
Chapter V 
ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 
This research investigation sought to assess the effectiveness of a 
Writing-to-Learn Process Journal on the writing performance of sixth 
graders. The study concerned itself with the two writing domains — 
content/organization and style — as measured by the Georgia Criterion- 
Referenced Writing Test, administered across the state in April 1989. 
Specifically, the study sought to answer the following research questions: 
1. What will be the effects of a Writing-to-Learn (WTL) Process 
Journal on the content/organization of students' writing? 
2. What will be the effects of a WTL Process Journal on the style 
of students' writing? 
3. Will there be a significant difference in the 
content/oraanization of writing performance among students 
who have been exposed to the WTL Process Journal and 
students who have not? 
4. Will there be a significant difference in the style of writing 
performance among students who have been exposed to the 
WTL Process Journal and students who have not? 
5. Will there be a significant difference in the writing 
performance of boys versus girls where they both have been 
exposed to the WTL Process Journal? 
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Before looking at the statistical results of this study, it is important 
to establish a context based upon the problem that a significant 
percentage of sixth, eighth, and tenth grade students were unable to 
score above a minimal level on the state mandated writing test. Since 
this study specifically targets sixth graders, the results of this state test 
should be examined. Table 11 presents the 1989 Georgia Criterion- 
Referenced Writing Tests results of sixth graders' writing performance on 
the two domains that are the dependent variables in this study. 
Table 11 
Comparison of Atlanta Sixth Grade Mean Scaled Scores and 
Percent of Papers Rated Minimal or Inadequate on 
Content/Organization and Style 
Percent Rated Inadequate 






State — 200 37 51 
System 3981 185 55 68 
Sylvan 259 183 57 71 
East Atlanta 261 187 50 67 
Source: 1989 Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test Results, State 
Department of Education, System Summary Report, 1989. 
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The percentage of Atlanta papers rated "inadequate" or "minimal" on 
content/organization and style are respectively 18 and 17 percentage 
points greater than papers of sixth graders across the state. Of the sixth 
grade papers from the two school sites represented in this study, East 
Atlanta Middle had 5 percent fewer papers rated inadequate or minimal 
on content/organization and 1 percent fewer on style than sixth graders 
in Atlanta. Sylvan Middle sixth graders performed 2 and 3 percentage 
points higher on content/organization and style respectively than Atlanta 
sixth graders. Table 12 presents a comparison of the same data from 
each school by total sixth grade population and by its sixth grade sample 
in this study. 
Table 12 
Comparison of the Percent of Sixth Grade Papers Rated Inadequate 
or Minimal on Content/Organization and Style by 
Individual School Population and Sample 
Percent Rated Inadequate 
 or Minimal 
N Content/Organization Style 
East Atlanta (Population) 261 50 67 
East Atlanta (Sample) 88 36 58 
Sylvan (Population) 259 57 71 
Sylvan (Sample) 59 56 73 
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The results show that the sample from Sylvan performed more nearly like 
their total sixth grade population than did the sample from East Atlanta in 
comparison to their total population. The East Atlanta sample had 14 
percent fewer papers rated "inadequate" or "minimal" on 
content/organization and 9 percent fewer on style than the total 
population of East Atlanta sixth graders, which surpossed the state 
percentage on content/organization. 
Since the experimental and control groups in this study are made 
up of sixth graders from both East Atlanta and Sylvan, this information 
simply establishes how closely the sample population from the two 
schools resembled their total population. 
To determine the difference in the content/organization of writing 
performance among sixth graders who were exposed to the WTL 
Process Journal and sixth graders who were not, research hypothesis 
one was stated as follows: 
HOi: There will be no significant difference in the 
content/organization of the writing performance of 
sixth graders who use the WTL Process Journal and 
the writing performance generated by sixth graders 
who do not use a WTL Process Journal as measured 
by the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test. 
As part of the analysis of the data, the level of significance was set at .05. 
The T-test for Independent Samples Variances Unequal statistical tool 
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was applied to determine if the data obtained indicated a statistically 
significant difference between sample means for the experimental and 
control groups. 
To quantify the results of domain performance, which was rated 
and reported from the state as : I = inadequate, M = minimal, G = good, 
and VG = very good, the numerical values 1, 2, 3, and 4 were assigned 
respectively. The results of this analysis are reported in Table 13. 
Table 13 
Comparison Between Experimental and Control Groups on Ratings of 
Sixth Grade Writing Samples for Content/Organization 
N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Experimental 76 2.6 .661 -.991 145 .999 (Two-Tail) 
Group 
Control Group 71 2.7 
The mean scores for the experimental and control groups were 2.6 and 
2.7, respectively. These mean scores represented a one-tenth difference 
in mean scores between the two groups with the higher mean score 
attributed to the control group. 
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In order to reject the null hypothesis, the obtained t ratio value of 
-.991 must have been larger than the tabled t value. The tabled t value 
was greater than the calculated t value at the .05 level of significance. As 
well, the probability was greater than the .05 level of significance, which 
meant that the null hypothesis had to be accepted. There was no 
significant difference in the content/organization of students' writing 
between sixth graders in the experimental and the control groups. 
The investigation was expanded to consider the statistical 
significance of the content/organization variable by school experimental 
and control subgroups. Following the same statistical procedure, the 
level of significance remained at the .05 level and the T Test for 
Independent Samples Variances Unequal was applied to the quantified 
state ratings by school subgroups. Table 14 presents the results of this 
analysis (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 
Comparison Between Experimental and Control Subgroups By 
School on Ratings of Sixth Grade Writing Samples for 
Content/Organization 
N X S.D. T DF Probability 
East Atlanta 
Experimental 49 2.7 .658 -.129 86 .999 (Two-tail) 
Control 39 2.7 .694 
Sylvan 
Experimental 27 2.3 .620 -1.554 57 .244 (Two-tail) 
Control 32 2.6 .665 
Based on the resultant data, the mean scores of the East Atlanta 
experimental and control subgroups were the same at 2.7. This mean 
score was approximately the same as that of the experimental and 
control groups. (See Table 13) With a t ratio value of -.129 and a 
greater tabled t value at the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis 
was accepted. There was no significant difference between the means 
on the content/organization variable for the subset of the experimental 
and control group at East Atlanta. 
At Sylvan, the mean scores were 2.3 for the experimental 
subgroup the lowest mean score of all the subgroups) and a three-tenths 
larger mean of 2.6 for the control subgroup. A t ratio value of -1.554 was 
obtained with 58 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance. The 
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t ratio value remained less than the tabled t value; the null hypothesis 
was again accepted. Further, the P value calculated to be .244 (two-tail) 
lead to the acceptance of the null hypothesis, since it was greater than 
.05. There was no significant difference between the means of the 
experimental and control subgroups at Sylvan. 
As a result of collecting the WTL Process Journals and 
determining that 96 percent of the experimental subgroup at Sylvan had 
not completed all pages in the journal and the East Atlanta experimental 
subgroup had a 100 percent completion rate, the researcher sought to 
investigate if there might be a significant statistical difference between 
the experimental subgroups on the content/organization variable. Since 
the Sylvan experimental subgroup had the lowest mean scores and had 
fewer students completing the journals, this investigation was of interest. 
Therefore, once again the preset level of significance was .05 and the T 
Test for Independent Samples Variances Unequal was applied. Table 
15 shows the results. 
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Table 15 
Comparison Between the Experimental Subgroups and the Control 
Subgroups on Ratings of Sixth Grade Writing Samples 
for Content/Organization 
N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Experimental Subaroups 
Sylvan 27 2.3 .542 -2.687 74 <.01 
East Atlanta 49 2.7 .658 
Control Subaroups 
Sylvan 32 2.6 .660 -.418 69 .999 (Two-Tail) 
East Atlanta 39 2.7 .694 
The mean score for the Sylvan experimental subgroup was 2.3 
and for East Atlanta was 2.7. A t ratio value of -2.687, which exceeds the 
tabled t value at the .05 level of significance and a P value of less than 
.01 was found. There was a significant difference between the mean 
scores of the experimental subgroups on the content/organization 
variable of sixth graders' writing between the two schools. 
The question was then raised if the control subgroups between the 
two schools also had statistically significant mean scores on this variable. 
As reported in Table 15, the mean scores of the control subgroups were 
2.6 for Sylvan and 2.7 for East Atlanta. The t ratio value was -.418, which 
was far less than the tabled t value at the .05 level of significance. The 
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null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant difference 
between the mean scores of the control subgroups on the 
content/organization variable of sixth graders' writing between the two 
schools. 
Although ability levels of the experimental and control groups 
were used to stratify the sample, it was important to verify because of the 
aforementioned results that these groups were comparable in ability 
levels. Since reading achievement is often used by the Georgia State 
Department of Education and the Atlanta Public Schools as an ability 
indicator, the TTest for Independent Samples Variances Unequal was 
applied to Iowa Tests of Basic Skills reading scale scores for the 
experimental and control groups and subgroups. Table 16 shows the 
results of the various groupings to determine any statistically significant 
mean scores based on reading achievement. 
From Table 16, groupings 1, 2, 3, and 5 produced a probability of 
.999, which was greater than the .05 level of significance. Further, the t 
ratio for each of the aforementioned groupings was less than the tabled t 
value, which meant that there was no significant difference in reading 
achievement among these groups. 
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Table 16 
Comparison of Reading Achievement (ITBS Reading Scale Scores) 
Between the Various Sample Groupings 
Groupings N X S.D. T DF 
Probability 
(Two-Tail) 
1. Exoerimental Subaroups 
Sylvan 27 132.9 19.114 .983 74 .999 
East Atlanta 49 128.5 17.855 
2. Control Subaroups 
Sylvan 32 126.3 16.376 -.760 69 .999 
East Atlanta 39 130.0 23.402 
3. Experimental Group 76 130.1 18.308 -.149 145 .999 
Control Group 71 130.6 23.791 
4. Svlvan 
Experimental Group 27 132.9 19.114 1.392 57 .334 
Control Group 32 126.3 16.376 
5. East Atlanta 
Experimental Group 49 128.5 17.855 -.327 86 .999 
Control Group 39 130.0 23.402 
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For the Sylvan experimental and control groups, the P value was .334 
and the t ratio was 1.392 with 53 degrees of freedom. Although the mean 
scores of the Sylvan experimental and control groups show a difference 
of 6.5 with the experimental group having the larger mean score, the P 
value was greater than the .05 level of significance and the t ratio value 
was less than the tabled t value. Statistically, there remained no 
significant difference in the reading achievement mean scores. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was the 
statistical tool run on the total mean scores for reading and writing as 
obtained for the 147 sixth graders in the study. These statistics would 
affirm or deny any statistically significant relationship between reading 
and writing achievement. Although no hypothesis was written for these 
variables, this information would substantiate or deny findings in the 
research literature and strengthen the use of reading achievement 
scores as an indicator for writing achievement in this study. According to 
the correlation presented in Table 17, there was a average or moderate 
relationship between reading and writing scale scores. There was a 63 
point difference in the means, constituting a significant difference 
between the two means. About 9 percent of the variance of the reading 
scores were associated with the variance of the writing scores. Further, 
the probability, which was less than .001, was less than the preset .05 
level of significance. This information points further to a relationship 
between the two variables. 
Table 17 
Correlation (Pearson R) Between Reading and Writing 
Achievement on the Study Group 
(N = 147) 
X Variance S.D. Pearson R DF CD Ratio Probability 
Reading 
Achievement 129.2 373.946 19.338 .552 145 .304 7.965 <.001 
Writing 
Achievement 191.5 653.964 25.573 
Source: 1989 Reading Scale Scores, Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and 1989 GCRT Writing Test Scale Scores taken 




Hypothesis two sought to determine the statistical difference in the 
style of writing performance among sixth graders who were exposed to 
the WTL Process Journal and those who were not. The research 
hypothesis was stated thusly: 
HO2: There will be no significant difference in the style of 
the writing performance of sixth graders who use the 
WTL Process Journal and the writing performance 
generated by sixth graders who do not use the WTL 
Process Journal as measured by the Georgia 
Criterion-Referenced Writing Test. 
Again, the level of significance was set at .05, and the T Test for 
Independent Samples Variances Unequal was the statistical tool 
applied. The researcher sought to determine if the data obtained 
indicated a significant difference between sample means for the 
experimental and control groups. 
The same numerical values for the ratings given students' papers 
on content/organization were used to analyze the results for the style 
domain. Table 18 presents the resultant data. As shown in Table 18, the 
mean score of the experimental group was 2.3 and a one-tenth higher 
mean of 2.4 for the control group on the style domain of the sixth graders' 
writing. The t ratio was -.499, which was less than the tabled t value at 
the .05 level of significance. The P value was calculated at .999, which 
was greater than .05. The calculated P and t ratio values indicated an 
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acceptance of the null hypothesis. There was no significant difference in 
the mean scores on the style domain of sixth graders' writing samples. 
Table 18 
Comparison Between Experimental and Control Groups on Ratings 
of Sixth Grade Writing Samples for Style 
N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Experimental 76 2.3 .804 -.499 145 .999 (Two-tail) 
Group 
Control Group 71 2.4 .763 
Just as subgroups were considered in the analysis of data on the 
content/organization domain, subgroups were analyzed on the style 
domain. Table 19 shows the comparison between experimental and 
control subgroups by school on the ratings of sixth grade writing samples 
according to the style of their writing. 
The East Atlanta experimental subgroup had a 2.1 mean score on 
the style variable, while the control subgroup had a 2.3 mean score. The 
calculated t ratio was -1.054. At 57 degrees of freedom with a present 
level of significance at .05, the tabled 5 value was greater than the 
calculated t ratio. With a probability of .594, which is greater than .05, 
the null hypothesis was accepted. There was no significant difference 
between the East Atlanta experimental and control subgroups on style of 
sixth graders' writing. 
Table 19 
Comparison Between Experimental and Control Subgroups on 
Ratings of Sixth Grade Writing Samples for Style 
Subgroups N X S.D. T DF Probability 
East Atlanta 
Experimental 27 2.1 .718 -1.054 57 .594 (Two-tail) 
Control 32 2.3 .701 
Sylvan 
Experimental 49 2.4 .840 -.012 85 .999 (Two-tail) 
Control 39 2.4 .818 
The experimental and control subgroups at Sylvan obtained the 
same mean score of 2.4 on the style variable. The calculated t ratio was 
-.012, which was less than the tabled t value at the .05 level of 
significance. This analysis meant that there was no significant difference 
between the mean scores on the style variable by the subgroups of sixth 
graders at Sylvan. Further, the P value of .999 upheld the analysis of no 
statistical significance between the means, since it was greater than .05. 
Again, setting P = .05 as the level of significance, the researcher 
applied the T Test for Independent Samples Variances Unequal to 
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compare the sample means of the experimental and control subgroups 
by school on the ratings of sixth grade writing samples for the style 
variable. Table 20 provides the results. 
Table 20 
Comparison Between the Experimental Subgroups and the 
Control Subgroups on Ratings of Sixth Grade 
Writing Samples for Style 
Subgroups N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Experimental 
Sylvan 27 2.1 .718 -1.421 63 .314 (Two-tail) 
East Atlanta 49 2.4 .840 
Control 
Sylvan 32 2.3 .701 -.369 71 .999 (Two-tail) 
East Atlanta 39 2.4 .818 
The experimental subgroups produced mean scores of 2.1 for 
Sylvan and 2.4 for East Atlanta. The East Atlanta subgroup mean was 
slightly higher than the Sylvan subgroup. The t ratio value was -1.421 
with 63 degrees of freedom, which was less than the tabled t value. 
There was no significant difference between sample means on the style 
variable for the experimental subgroups. 
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The control subgroups underwent the same analysis and 
produced results reported also in Table 20. The sample means were 2.3 
and 2.4 for Sylvan and East Atlanta, respectively. The calculated t ratio 
value was -.369, which was less than the tabled t value, and the P value 
was greater than the .05 level of significance. There was no significant 
difference in the mean scores. 
The final hypothesis (HO3) sought to determine the difference in 
overall writing performance of boys versus girls where they both were 
exposed to the WTL Process Journal. The research hypothesis was 
stated: 
HO3: There will be no significant difference in the writing 
performance of boys versus girls where they both 
have been exposed to the WTL Process Journal as 
measured by the Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Writing Test. 
The level of significance was set at .05 in order to analyze the resulting 
data. The researcher applied the T Test for Independent Samples 
Variances Unequal statistical tool to writing scale scores obtained by the 
experimental group on the sixth grade Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Writing Test. Since this hypothesis did not involve examining mean 
scores of the two variables, content/organization and style, total writing 
scale scores were analyzed initially. However, to maintain the 
consistency of the research, the researcher examined the statistical 
significance of sex on the two dependent variables. 
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Table 21 presents the results of the analysis of the experimental 
group by sex. 
Table 21 
Comparison of Mean Scores of Writing Performance By 
Sex for the Experimental Group 
Experimental 
Group N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Girls 37 195.1 26.578 1.996 72 .094 (Two-tail) 
Boys 37 183.5 23.527 
This group was comprised of boys and girls who used the WTL Process 
Journal. The T Test for Independent Samples Variances Equal was used 
to aggregate the data. Thirty-seven girls and boys comprised the 
sample. This sample size meant that the test score results of two girls 
were omitted from the sample. The last two writing scaled scores for 
females from an alpha list of scores were eliminated to equalize the 
sample size. The mean score for the girls was 195.1 and 183.5 for the 
boys. There was a 11.6 difference in the mean scores with the girls 
having the larger mean score. The t ratio value was 1.996, which was 
less than the t tabled value at 72 degrees of freedom. The P value was 
.094, which was greater than the preset .05 level of significance. This 
data indicated that the null hypothesis should be accepted. There was 
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no statistically significant difference between the mean scores for overall 
writing performance of boys versus girls who had used the WTL Process 
Journal This result refuted the findings in the literature review. 
Once again, the result of this statistical test prompted the 
researcher to investigate whether there would be a statistically significant 
difference between the means of the control group's writing scale scores 
by sex. The T Test for Independent Sample Variances Equal was 
applied to 34 girls and boys from the control group. The writing scores 
for three girls were omitted from the sample. The omitted scores were the 
last three appearing on an alphabetical list of writing scale scores from 
the state. In this manner, the scale scores for both the experimental and 
control groups were eliminated to establish equal size samples. Table 
22 presents the results. 
Table 22 
Comparison of Mean Scores of Writing Performance By 
Sex for the Control Group 
Control Group N x S.D. T DF Probability 
Girls 34 199.7 23.947 2.732 66 <.01 
Boys 34 184.1 23.190 
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The control group of girls had a mean score of 199.7, while the boys' 
mean score was 184.1. There was a difference of 15.6 between these 
mean scores. The t ratio value obtained was 2.732, far greater than the 
tabled t value at 66 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance. 
The P value was less than .01, which is less than the .05 level of 
significance. Both the t ratio value and the probability indicated that there 
was a statistically significant difference between the overall writing 
performance of boys versus girls in the control group. 
To determine if there was a significant difference in boys versus 
girls' writing performance in the experimental group on the 
content/organization variable, the T Test for Independent Samples 
Variances Unequal was applied. The numerical values 1,2,3, and 4 
were used to calculate the ratings "inadequate," "minimal," "good," and 
"very good," respectively, on the content/organization variable. The 
mean score was 2.6 for girls and 2.4 for boys as reported in Table 23. 
Table 23 
Comparison of Mean Scores on Content/Organization By 
Sex for the Experimental Group 
Experimental 
Group N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Girls 39 2.6 .673 1.208 74 .458 
Boys 37 2.4 .647 
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The t ratio value was 1.208, which is less than the tabled t value. 
The P value was .458, which is greater than the .05 level of significance. 
The results indicated that there was no statistically significant difference 
between the mean scores of boys versus girls on the 
content/organization variable. 
This same statistical procedure was applied to boys' and girls' 
ratings on the style variable. The results from this experimental group by 
sex is reported in Table 24. The mean score for the girls was 2.3, and the 
mean score for the boys was 2.1. The calculated t ratio value was 2.768, 
which greatly exceeded the tabled t value with 73 degrees of freedom. 
The P value was less than .01. Both the t ratio value and the probability, 
which was less than .05, indicated that there was a statistically significant 
difference between the mean scores of boys versus girls on the style 
variable. 
Table 24 
Comparison of Mean Scores on Style By Sex for 
the Experimental Group 
N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Girls 39 2.5 .854 2.768 74 <.01 
Boys 37 2.1 .664 
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In an effort to determine if there were intervening variables that 
might have contaminated the research results, a follow-up questionnaire 
was completed by teachers of the experimental and control groups 
(Appendices B and C). The results shown in Table 10 presented in 
Chapter IV was analyzed by applying the TTest of Independent 
Samples Variances Equal to the total points provided by teachers of the 
experimental and control groups to statements 2 and 3 of the 
questionnaire. Table 25 outlines the results. 
Table 25 
Comparison of Teacher Responses to Treatment Questionnaires 
N X S.D. T DF Probability 
Experimental 
Group 4 14.8 1.893 1.541 6 .346 (Two-tail) 
Control 
Group 4 11.8 3.403 
The mean scores of the questionnaire results were 14.8 for the 
experimental group and 11.8 for the control group. The t ratio value was 
1.541, which was less than the tabled t value at the .05 level of 
significance with 6 degrees of freedom. This data meant that there was 
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no statistically significant difference between the interventions of the 
experimental and control groups. 
Summary 
The data collected and analyzed in this study were based on three 
null hypotheses. Neither HC^, nor HO2 produced statistically significant 
differences between the mean scores on sixth graders' writing 
performance on the variables of content/organization and style. HO3 
produced no statistically significant difference between girls' and boys' 
overall writing performance. The first two hypotheses compared mean 
scores between the experimental and control groups, and the third 
hypothesis compared mean scores between the boys and girls of the 
experimental group. 
Often the results of one statistically test comparing two groups 
prompted the researcher to apply the same statistical test to compare 
other groups or subgroups. For example, when the research revealed no 
significant difference in the mean scores of writing performance between 
the boys and girls in the experimental group, this result did not 
substantiate the research literature. According to a review of the 
literature females tend to write better than males (Applebee, Langer, and 
Mullis, 1986). This result prompted an investigation to determine if this 
same result applied to the control group. The statistical evidence for the 
control group substantiated the review of the literature. This statistical 
data, although not a part of the research hypothesis, revealed an effect of 
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the WTL Process Journal, the independent variable. Using this 
procedure, the researcher could best determine answers to the research 
questions. A detailed explanation of the research findings, conclusions, 
recommendations, and implications appear in Chapter VI. 
Chapter VI 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
This study investigated the effects of a WTL Process Journal 
designed as an advance organizer on the content/organization and style 
of sixth graders' writing performance as measured by the Georgia 
Criterion-Referenced Writing Test. Writing-to-learn process strategies 
that were a part of the design of the WTL Process Journal were 
brainstorming, summarization, peer collaboration, and prompted 
revisions based on students' rethinking about their first drafts. A 
comparison of the mean scores between an experimental group of 
Atlanta sixth graders that used the WTL Process Journal and a control 
group that used the Silver Burdett English textbook was made based on 
three null hypotheses. 
A recommendation made in the 1986 NAEP Report on Writing 
Achievement Among American Students provided the theoretical 
premise for the study. The report suggested that the focus should shift to 
helping students think about their writing as they wrote. To this general 
premise the researcher developed a theoretical framework for the 
variables in the research study. 
A review of the literature revealed that students can be taught to 
think about their writing as they write and that some writing-to-learn 
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strategies and advance organizers under certain conditions significantly 
affect writing and learning. 
The research findings for this study would have significance for the 
development of test preparation materials in the Atlanta Public Schools 
and implications for the further development of such materials across the 
state to assist students at grades six, eight and ten in passing direct 
writing measures as administered by the state of Georgia. Further, if the 
use of a WTL Process Journal precipitated an increase in writing 
achievement on the content/organization and style domains above a 
minimal level, such an instrument would have value for teacher training 
and curriculum and textbook development across the country. 
Findings 
The study revealed that the sample of sixth graders from Sylvan 
Middle School and East Atlanta Middle School performed similarly to the 
system's sixth graders in overall writing performance on the Georgia 
Criterion-Referenced Writing Test with only the variation of two points 
between each schools' mean scaled score and the system's score. A 
significantly greater percentage of Atlanta sixth graders received ratings 
of inadequate or minimal on the content/organization and style domains 
than sixth graders across the state. The style variable had the largest 
percentage of students' papers rated inadequate or minimal for the state, 
system and study sample (see Table 11). However, the sample of East 
Atlanta sixth graders had one percent fewer papers than the state rated 
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inadequate or minimal on the content/organization variable and came 
closer to the state rating on style than any other group (see Tables 11 
and 12). This finding suggested that something significant happened to 
East Atlanta students. However, the experimental and control group in 
this research included students from East Atlanta and Sylvan in both 
groups, and a statistical comparison of their mean scores for 
content/organization proved no significant difference. The null 
hypothesis was accepted at the .05 level of significance. The control 
group had a one-tenth higher mean score. 
When comparing mean scores on the content/organization 
variable by school experimental and control subgroups, the research 
found no significant difference in performance between the subgroups 
(see Table 14). However, when comparing experimental subgroup to 
experimental subgroup and control subgroup to control subgroup, a 
significant difference between the means on content/organization was 
found for the experimental subgroups (see Table 15). In this comparison 
the East Atlanta experimental subgroup had a larger mean score on 
content/organization than the Sylvan experimental subgroup. The 
control subgroups showed no significant difference. Once again, there 
was evidence that something happened to cause a statistically significant 
difference with East Atlanta students on the content/organization 
variable. It must be kept in mind, however, that the East Atlanta 
experimental and control subgroups had the same mean score on this 
variable. 
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Although all sample groupings produced no significant difference 
in ability based on reading achievement data, the Sylvan experimental 
subgroup had the higher mean score on reading achievement. Since 
the statistics affirmed an average or moderate correlation between 
reading and writing achievement, the expectation would have been for 
the Sylvan experimental subgroup to have had the higher mean scores 
on writing achievement. However, the East Atlanta subgroups had the 
higher mean scores on writing achievement. Once again, the data 
showed some inconsistencies that favored writing achievement at East 
Atlanta. 
On the style variable, there was no significant difference between 
the mean.scores of the experimental and control groups (see Table 18). 
The subgroups in various combinations showed no statistical 
significance for style as well. 
The final hypothesis sought to determine a statistical difference 
between boys versus girls' writing performance where both used the 
WTL Process Journal. Although the mean scores for overall writing 
performance, content/organization, and style were greater for girls than 
boys, only a comparison of the control group on overall writing 
performance and the experimental group for style showed significant 
differences between mean scores (see Tables 21 - 24). 
To determine if there was a statistical significance to any 
intervening variables that teachers might have included that were not a 
part of the treatment expectations for the experimental or control groups, 
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statistical comparisons were made of teacher responses to follow-up 
questionnaires. The researcher found no statistically significant 
difference between interventions applied to the two groups. 
Conclusions 
The WTL Process Journal had no significant effect on the writing 
performance of sixth graders on either the content/organization or the 
style variable. However, after investigation, it was found that the East 
Atlanta experimental subgroup had completed all pages of the WTL 
Process Journal whereas the Sylvan experimental subgroup had 
completed the first few pages of the 36-page instrument. When 
statistically comparing the two subgroups, there was a significant 
difference in the mean scores in favor of the East Atlanta group. This 
result indicated that for those sixth graders that had completed the 
instrument, there was a positive effect on their writing achievement. The 
study concluded that there might have been a statistically significant 
difference in the effect of WTL Process Journal on the experimental 
group on at least the content/organization variable if the Sylvan 
experimental subgroup had completed the instrument. This conclusion 
supports the literature review that advanced organizers combined with 
other teaching/learning strategies produce positive effects on 
achievement. 
There were no significant effects of the WTL Process Journal on 
the style of sixth graders' writing performance. The style variable was 
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least affected of the two variables studied. When comparing state and 
system scores on this variable, it had the larger number of students rated 
inadequate or minimal. The literature reviewed did not consider style as 
a variable for assessment. Because style is defined as "the writers' use 
of language, to establish his/her own individuality," this variable may be 
too esoteric for most research investigations. 
Although the data in this research substantiated that there was a 
relationship between reading and writing performance, there was only an 
average or moderate relationship detected in the study. This finding was 
similar to Soundy’s (1988) research finding. The study concluded that 
although there was a relationship between reading and writing 
performance, the direction of causality was not known. However, it was 
appropriate to consider reading performance as a factor in this study. 
Since the control group had the higher mean score (only one- 
tenth difference) for both variables in the study and the subgroups within 
each school performed so similarly, several possible conclusions could 
be drawn: (1) that the Silver Burdett materials produced better results, 
although not statistically significant, than the WTL Process Journal, (2) 
that by having experimental and control subgroups in the same schools, 
the Hawthorne Effect might have taken place, (3) that the treatment 
period was too short to gain maximum benefit from the WTL Process 
Journal, and (4) that there were significant differences in the quality of the 
writing instruction that students received during and prior to the research 
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investigation. Further investigation would be needed to make a final 
determination. 
Although most of the studies reviewed in this research did not 
consider the writing performance of males versus females, one study 
(McBride Robinson, 1987) did find no significant difference between the 
sexes except for the "word" variable. In this research, significant 
differences were found by sex on the control group for overall writing 
performance and style when comparing the experimental group. 
However, girls tended to do better than males on writing performance. 
This conclusion corroborates the conclusion drawn in the 1986 NAEP 
report on writing. 
Implications 
The implications for the research based on the review of the 
literature indicated: 
(1 ) That advance organizers like the WTL Process Journal have been 
successful in promoting achievement most often when they are 
used along with proven learning strategies; 
(2) That teachers must closely monitor students’ use of instruments 
like the WTL Process Journal and teach them how to think as they 
write; 
That in order to affect scores above a minimal level on a direct 
measure of writing, students, especially minority students, may 
(3) 
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need more practice in writing, for which the literature supports 
writing across the curriculum strategies; and 
(4) That writing-to-learn strategies like summarization and peer 
collaboration do have positive effects on student recall and 
achievement based on the literature review and may need to be 
used over a longer period of time with students. 
The implications for the research based on the findings indicated: 
(1 ) That girls tend to perform significantly better than males on overall 
writing performance, especially on the style variable; 
(2) That providing an emphasis on helping students develop their 
style of writing should be manifested in the Atlanta Public Schools 
and other school systems throughout the state; 
(3) That short-term preparation activities for testing direct measures of 
writing performance might be inappropriate; and 
(4) That Atlanta teachers need further inservice on the teaching of 
writing to improve the quality of instruction provided all students. 
Recommendations 
Because there appeared to be a significant difference between 
those students at Sylvan that did not complete the WTL Process Journal 
and those sixth graders at East Atlanta who did complete it, the research 
warrants further investigation. The study should be replicated with the 
following modifications: 
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(1) The experimental and control groups should exist in different 
schools, avoiding a potential Hawthorne Effect. 
(2) The WTL Process Journal should be introduced to teachers of the 
experimental group based on its theoretical framework and guided 
through the use of it. Teachers should have to use it themselves. 
(3) The treatment period should be extended to at least three to four 
weeks or longer, making sure that sufficient peer collaboration 
activities and other writing-to-learn activities occur. 
(4) The teachers in the study should be more carefully matched, 
particularly for their knowledge and use of process strategies for 
teaching writing. 
Further study should be done to determine: 
(1 ) any changes in writing trends among minority students; 
(2) the direction of causality based on the statistical relationship of 
reading and writing; 
(3) the effects of writing-to-learn strategies in the form of an advance 
organizer on other student populations and more carefully 
differentiated ability groupings; 
(4) any specific differences in writing performance by sex; 
(5) if style is an appropriate variable to test objectively on a direct 
writing measure; and 




Ambrose, S.A. (1987). How historians think: A writing across the 
curriculum course for freshmen at the university level. Dissertation 
Abstracts International. 4Z. 3848A. 
Applebee, A. N. (1981). Writing in the secondary school: English and the 
content areas (NOTE Research Report No. 21). Urbana, Illinois: 
National Council of Teachers of English. 
Applebee, A.N., Langer, J.A., & Mullis, I.V.S. (1986). The NAEP writing 
report card: Writing achievement in American sctlOQlS (Report No. 
15-W-02). Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service. 
Arnold, A.D. (1981). The writer's workbook: a text designed for basic 
writing students. Dissertation Abstracts International. 42. 978A. 
Asher, D.L. (1987). Decision-making processes in writing: Students and 
teachers. Dissartation Abstracts International, 4S, 855A. 
Atwell, N. (1987). In the middle: Writing, reading, and learning with 
adolescents. Portsmouth, N.H.: Boynton/Cook Publishers. 
Avalos, C.A. (1986). Improving student learning by using advance 
organizers and organizers at the middle and end of each textbook 
chapter. Dissertation Abstracts International. 47. 1587A. 
Ausubel, D.P. (1963). The psychology of meaningful verbal learning. 
New York: Grune and Stratton. 
Ausubel, D.P. (1968). Educational Psychology: A cognitive view. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 
Borer, G.S. (1981). Effect of advance organizers and behavioral 
objectives on reading of sixth graders with selective attention 
deficits. Dissertation Abstracts International. 42. 1052A. 
Brooks, M. C. (1988, June). 1988 Achievement testing program of the 
Atlanta Public Schools. Research and Evaluation Department, 
Atlanta Public Schools. 
109 
Bruner, J. S. (1969). Eye, hand, and mind. D. Eikin and J.H. Flavell 
(Eds.), Studies in cognitive development (pp. 223-225). New 
York: Oxford University Press. 
Cate, L. C. (1987). The interrelationship of reading and writing: 
Consequential effects attributable to integration of directional 
writing components into a selected collegiate reading program. 
Dissertation Abstracts International. 4Z, 3380A. 
Chall, J. S., & Jacobs, V.A. (1984). Writing and reading in the 
elementary grades: Developmental trends among low SES 
children. In J.M. Jensen (Ed.). Composing and Comprehending 
(pp. 93-103). Urbana, Illinois: ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading 
and Communication Skills and National Conference on Research 
in English, 1984. 
Costa, A.L. (1984, November). Mediating the metacognitive. 
Educational Leadership, 4£ (3), 57-62. 
Emig, J. (1977, May). Writing as a mode of learning. College 
Composition and Communication, 2â. 122-128. 
Farr, M., & Daniels, H. (1986). Language diversify and writing instruction 
(Contract No. 400-83-0025). New York: National Council of 
Teachers of English. 
Flower, L., & Hayes, J.R. (1980, February). The cognition of discovery: 
Defining a rhetorical problem. College Composition and 
Communication. 21 (1), 21-32. 
Freedman, S.W. (1987). Research in writing: Past, present, and future. 
Berkley, Ca.: Center fgr the Study of Writing. 
Fulwiler, T., & Young, A. (Eds.). (1982). Language connections: Writing 
and reading across the curriculum. Urbana, Illinois: National 
Council of Teachers of English. 
Gere, A. R. (Ed.). (1985). Roots in the sawdust: Writing to learn across 
the disciplines. Urbana, Illinois: National Council of Teachers of 
English. 
Gerlach, J.E.M. (1986). Implementing writing in the content areas: 
Implications for teachers. Dissertation Abstracts International. 47. 
112A. 
1 10 
Hillocks, G., Jr. (1986). Research on written composition: New directions 
for teaching. Urbana, Illinois: National Council of Teachers of 
English. 
Hahn, A.L., & Garner, R. (1985, February). Synthesis of research on 
students' ability to summarize text. Educational Leadership. 42(5). 
52-55. 
Hirsch, E.D., Jr. (1987). Cultural literacy: What every American needs to 
know. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin. 
Hull, G.A. (1989). Research on writing: Building a cognitive and social 
understanding of composing. In Resnick and Klopfer (Eds.), 
Toward the thinking curriculum: Current cognitive research (op. 
104-128). ASCD. 
Jerrolds, R. W. (1985). The advance organizer: Its nature and use. In 
T.L. Harris and E.J. Cooper (Eds.), Reading, thinking, and concept 
development (pp. 71-88). New York: College Entrance 
Examination Board. 
Langer, J.A., & Applebee, A.N. (1985). Learning to write: Learning to 
think. Educational Horizons. 64 (1). 36-38. 
Langer, J.A., & Applebee, A.N. (1987). How writing shapes thinking: A 
study of teaching and learning (NCTE Research Report No. 22). 
Urbana, Illinois: National Council of Teachers of English. 
Lewis, E.H. (1987). A comparison of an advance organizer and 
simplified readability of science material on science achievement 
in the biology laboratory. Dissertation Abstracts International. 47. 
1231 A. 
Maimon, E.P. (1981). Writing in the arts and sciences. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Winthrop. 
Marland, M. (1977). Language across smmailmil- London: 
Heinemann. 
Marshall, J. D. (1984). The effects of writing on students' understanding 
of literary text. Palo Alto: Stanford University. 
Martin, M. J. (1987). The effects of instruction in metacognitive strategies 
for composing on reading and writing achievement. Dissertation 
Abstracts International. 4fi, 888A. 
Martin, N. (Ed.). (1984). Writing across the curriculum. London: 
Heinemann. 
Martin, N.t D'Arcy, P., Newton, B., and parker, R. (1976). Writing and 
learning across the curriculum. 11-16. London: Ward Lock 
Educational. 
Mayher, J.S. et. al. (1983). Learning to write/Writina to learn. Montclair, 
N.J.: Boynton/Cook. 
McBride, Robinson, C.A. (1987). Peer and traditional instruction: A 
comparison of the effectiveness of peer tutoring/editing and 
traditional instruction on the writing abilities of freshman 
composition students. Dissertation Abstracts International. 48. 
295A-296A. 
Meng, K. (1987). The effectiveness of contextual organizers for field- 
dependent, field-intermediate, and field-independent learners. 
Dissertation Abstracts International. 4fi, 1387A. 
Mullis, I.V.S. (1984). What do NAEP results tell us about students' 
higher order thinking abilities. Summary of a paper presented at 
the 1984 ASCD Wingspread Conference. 
Myers, J.W. (1984). Writing to learn across the curriculum (Fastback 
209). Bloomington, In.: Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation. 
Newell, G.F. (1984). Learning from writing in two content areas: A case 
study of protocol analysis. Research in Teaching of English. 18 
(3), 265-287. 
Newkirk, T. & Atwell, N. (Eds.). (1982). Understanding writing: Wavs of 
observing, learning, and teaching. Chelmsford, MA: Northeast 
Regional Exchange. 
Reynolds, F. E. (1988). Writing as a way of learning in a tenth grade 
biology class. Dissertation Abstracts International. 4fl, 2237A. 
Schultz, M.M. (1987). The semantic organizer: A prewriting strategy for 
first grade students. Dissertation Abstracts International. 39A. 
Sharp, J.E. (1987). Expressive summary writing to learn college biology. 
Dissertation Abstracts International. 42, 586A. 
Shaughnessy, M. (1977). Errors and Expectations. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 
Short, K. G. (1986). Literacy as a collaborative experience. Dissertation 
Abstracts International. 4Z, 1674A. 
Shugarman, S.L., & Hurst, J.B. (1986, February). Purpose paraphrasing: 
Promoting a non-trivial pursuit for meaning. Journal of Reading. 
22 (5), 396-399. 
Sinprajukpol, W. (1987). A study of the awareness of metacognitive 
strategies in the third and sixth grade students. Dissertation 
Abstracts International. 4Z, 3721 A. 
Smith, Myrna J. (1977, May). Bruner on writing. College Composition 
and Communication. 22. 129-133. 
Soltis, J.M. (1987). Factors contributing to thirteen-year olds' interest 
and achievement in writing: A secondary analysis of the Fourth 
National Assessment of Writing. Dissertation Abstracts 
International. 4Z, 4048A-4049A. 
Soundy, C.S. (1988). Effect of writing experiences in the expressive 
mode on cildren's reading comprehension and writing ability. 
Dissertation Abstracts International. 42, 2298A. 
Spanjer, A.R., & Johnson, R.A. (1981-82, Winter). The heralded return to 
teaching writing: Some needed teacher help. Action in Teacher 
Education: The Journal of Uifi Association Q! Teacher Educators. 2 
(4), 47-51. 
Staszak Karazim, L.A. (1988). A study of the relationship between 
reading attitudes and practices in the home, expository writing 
skills, and reading stanine scores of tenth graders. Dissertation 
Abstracts International. 42, 2299A. 
Stotsky, S. (1983, May). Research on reading/writing relationships: A 
synthesis and suggested directions. Language Arts. Also in J. 
Jensen (Ed.). Composing and Comprehending. NCTE. 
1 13 
Turetzky, L.E. (1986). The implementation of a formal writing program in 
a fifth grade class in order to improve the writing scores on the 
New York State Fifth Grade Writing Test (Doctoral dissertation for 
the National Ed.D. Program for Educational Leaders, Nova 
University). 
Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society: Ilia, development fll higher 
psychological processes. Harvard U niversity Press. 
Wertsch, J.V. (1979). From social interaction to higher psychological 
processes: A clarification and application of Vygotsky's theory. 
Human Development. 22, 1-22. 
wrobieski, D. (1985, March). Finding a meaning: Reading, mting, 
thinking applications: Double-entry notebooks, literature lags, 
process journals. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
National Council of Teachers of English Spring Conference, 
Houston, Texas. 
Zenanko, M.A.M. (1986). A descriptive and observational study of 
teacher/student behavior as related to student growth in writing by 
comparing two teaching methods. Dissertation Abstracts 







School Grade Level 
1. Years of teaching experience 4. Sex 
[ ] 1 to 3 years [ ] Male 
[ ] 4 to 7 years [ ] Female 
[ I 8 to 11 years 5. Number of inservice or degree 
courses in process writing 
[ ] 12 to 15 years 
[ ] 1 to 5 
[ ] 16 to 19 years 
[ ] 6 to 11 
[ ] 20 years or more 
[ ] 12 to 17 
2. Teaching field of certification 
[ ] 18 or more 
[ ] Early Childhood 
6. Area of specialization 
[ ] Grade 7-12 
[ ] English 
[ ] Middle Grades 
[ ] Math 
3. Race [ ] Reading 
[ ] Black [ ] Other 
[ ] White 7. Compositions assigned per week 
] Oto 1 
] 2 to 3 
] 4 to 5 
] 6 or more 
Appendix B 
Teacher Questionnaire for Experimental Groups 
116 
Teacher's Name  
School  
Directions: Answer the following questions according to what strategies and 
materials were used over the five-day period of this research 
investigation. 
MATERIAL 
1. I used only the Writing-to-Learn Process Journal for instructing my 
students over the five-day period. 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
If you checked "no," what other material(s) did you use? (Be specific.) 
STRATEGY 
I used the following strategy(ies) to teach writing over the five-day period 
in addition to the WTL Process Journal. (Check on or more.) 
( ) Brainstorming ( ) Writing first and final draft ( ) Journal Writing 
( ) Listing ( ) Peer Editing or Revising ( ) Summarizing 
students' own 
( ) None writing 
3. I helped students prepare for the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test 
in addition to the WTL Process Journal by: (Check one or more.) 
( ) Emphasizing the importance of the test 
( ) Having students write on similar prompts to the state's throughout the 
semester 
( ) Discussing the state criteria for rating student papers 
( ) Giving students writing tips to help them perform well on the test 
( ) Other (Specify) 
Thank You for Your Help! 
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Appendix C 
Teacher Questionnaire for Controlled Groups 
Teacher's Name  
School  
Directions: Answer the following questions according to what strategies and 
materials were used over the five-day period of this research 
investigation. 
MATERIAL 
1. I used only the Writing-to-Learn Process Journal for instructing my 
students over the five-day period. 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
If you checked "no," what other material(s) did you use? (Be specific.) 
STRATEGY 
I used the following strategy(ies) to teach writing over the five-day period 
in addition to the WTL Process Journal. (Check on or more.) 
( ) Brainstorming ( ) Writing first and final draft ( ) Journal Writing 
( ) Listing ( ) Peer Editing or Revising ( ) Summarizing 
students' own 
( ) None writing 
3. I helped students prepare for the Georgia Criterion-Referenced Writing Test 
in addition to the WTL Process Journal by: (Check one or more.) 
( ) Emphasizing the importance of the test 
( ) Having students write on similar prompts to the state's throughout the 
semester 
( ) Discussing the state criteria for rating student papers 
( ) Giving students writing tips to help them perform well on the test 
( ) Other (Specify) 
Thank You for Your Help! 
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Appendix D 
SCORING PROCEDURES AND TYPES OF SCORES 
Two readers will score each paper rating the composition on each of the five 
domains of effective writing, using a rating scale of one to four points. 
Score Point 1: The writing is Inadequate. Very few if any of the 
components for the domain are demonstrated. 
Score Point 2: The writing is Minimal. Some of the components for the 
domain are demonstrated. 
Score Point 3: The writing is Good, yet not exceptional. Some of the 
components are demonstrated, and they are demonstrated successfully. 
Score Point 4: The writing is Very Good. Most of the components of the 
domain are demonstrated, and they are demonstrated consistently. 
A paper might n£i demonstrate competence in each component listed under a 
particular domain, yet still be scored a "4" on that domain. Another paper may 
demonstrate competence in one component of a domain but be so weak in 
other components that those weaknesses overpower the single strength. Thus, 
this second paper may receive a score of "1" on that domain because of 
overpowering weaknesses. In other words, strengths may compensate for 
weaknesses, and weaknesses may overpower strengths. 
Occasionally a student paper cannot be rated. In such cases, the reason for not 
rating the paper is noted. Categories on non-scorable papers are: 
• Blank Paper: The paper contains no student writing. 
• Too Short: The paper contains insufficient writing to allow the 
student to demonstrate the various domains and components of 
effective writing. 
• Non-English: The paper is written in a foreign language. 
• Illegible: Not enough words in the paper are recognizable to be 
used as a basis for figuring out what other words are. 
• Incomprehensive: The paper contains few recognizable English 
words, or it may contain recognizable words arranged in such a way 
that no meaning is conveyed. 
Off Topic: The paper addresses no aspects of the assigned topic. 
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• Off Task: The student does not follow the directions for the assigned 
task. For example, the writer may copy material (such as "This test 
is stupid") or produce writing in a form (e.g., a poem) which does not 
allow the rater to score the various domains. 
For each domain the ratings of the two readers will be added. Then the five 
domain scores will be weighted before being added to produce a total score for 
the student paper. The weights assigned to the domains are: 
Content/Organization - 3; Style - 2; Sentence Formation - 1; Usage - 1; 
Mechanics - 1. These total scores will then be converted to scaled scores. 
Scaled scores are used so that the scores from one edition of the writing test 
may be equated to, and mean the same thing as, scores from other versions of 
the test. 
The scale of the writing portion of the GCRT ranges from about 122 to 266 for 
sixth graders o the writing test. Here is the table of raw scores and converted 
scaled scores. 
Appendix E 
CONTENT VALIDATION INSTRUMENT 
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Student 
1. What this WTL Process Journal difficult to read? 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
2. What on what pages did you have difficulty knowing what to do? 
Page What was difficult 
3. Did you like using this instrument? 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
4. Did you learn anything from using this instrument? 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
5. Do you think this instrument will help you pass the Georgia Criterion- 
Referenced Writing Test? 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
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Appendix F 
CONTENT VALIDATION INSTRUMENT 
Teacher 
1. The WTL Process Journal provides students with the state criteria for the 
content/organization and style domains of the Georgia Criterion- 
Referenced Writing Test? 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
2. What port of this instrument is difficult to administer? (List by page 
number.) 
Page Rationale for Difficulty 
3. Does this instrument assist students in thinking though what and how 
they write? 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
Comment: 
4. Rate this instrument for its potential effectiveness on a scale from 1 to 4 




TO BE FILLED OUT BY THE TEACHER 
I hereby testify that I did not modify or in any way tamper with the content of the 
Writing-to-Learn Process Journal. 
Signature 
What difficulties, if any, did students experience in using the Writing-to-Learn 
Process Journal? (List) 
I have enclosed the WTL Process Journals that my students used over a five- 
day period. 
[ ] Yes [ ] No 
Signature 




An Advance Organizer for the 
Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Writing T ft 
Atlanta Public Schools 
Division of Curriculum and Research Services 
Dale: 
i i'> 
ley. Kid! My name's Calvin 
Wordsworth Writelellow. I 
know, il's some name. I 
ligure my mama gol a tittle 
carried away with lire name 
business. Anyway, you can 
call me C. W. What's your 
name? And whal's the name 
pi this school? 
My name is 
My school is 
Go on to the next page 
m 
f 1. lino : Date: 
Well now, I'm pleased to meet you. 
I have to tell you though, your 
teacher asked me to give her some 
help to get you ready lor the Georgia 
Crit«riQiid^Q)üffiiiçesLWülinfl-Ifîsl 
that you will take in Apiil. 
know you're wondering how a 
lellow like üIQ can help yog. Well, 
it ain't too tough. All you got to do 
is tollow the Wrilelollow's advice 
and do what I say, and you'll knock 
ttio lid oil that test. Do you want to 
gel a very good rating on the test? 
(Check one) 
Yes   
No  (Don't tie a jeik! Check "yes"!) 
Go on to the next page 
2 
f lame: Dale: 
u<> 
You see, I've developed a 
system that really works. I 
iKjured out that I've got the 
most powerful computer that's 
ever been invented. It's called 
the human brain. You've got 
one too (at least. I hope you do.) 
Alt you tiave to know is how to 
key in the right information, 
and no test in the world can 
stump you. 
V 
To do well on the writing 
test, all you have to do 
is remember what I 
lull you and use your built in 
computer. In olhei woids - 
HUNK! Okay? 
(Check one) 
Okay!    
Forget ill (If you checked this one, you are still a jerk. 
Listen, what have you got to lose?) 




Remember llie writing test you 
look in Junuaiy? You had to 
write about a “proud moment." 
r tie Ci uufuia.CfiletiouinMut 
eüceii-Wjiiiag Jfial will be 
almost the same as that test. 
You will gel two sheets ol 
paper with lines on them (on 
the back and Iront). On the 
(ifsi page, you'll see the 
prompt. The prompt is the 
topic that you have to write on. 
I lere is the prompt you wrote 
about in January. 
PFIOMPT 
Write about a proud moment that happened to you. It might have 
happened at home, school or some other place. Think about 
what made this moment very special to you. Think about the 
events that led up to this proud moment and what happened to 
make you leel so proud. 
\ 
There are at least lour dilferont types ol 
prompts that you could be givon, when you 
take the lest. II you’re smart, you’ll try 
to ligure out which kind ol prompt it is, 
so that you’ll know the right questions to ask 
yoursell. 1 he very first question you ask 




Here is an example of one 
Kind of prompt. It's called 
a descriptive prompt. Why? 
Because you are supposed to 
describe something. Here is 
an example of this kind of prompt. 
PROMPT 
Date: 
Your teenaged sister or brother could not accompany you on your 
recent stropping trip. Unfortunately the outfit that you wanted had 
to be special ordered so you didn't get to bring it home. Write an 
essay in which you described the outfit to your brottrer or sister. It 
might have been something to wear for a special occasion or the 
latest fashion fad. You might wairt to spend part of your planning 
time thinking about what items ol clothing the oullit included and 
what made it special to you. Think about information that will help 
your brother or sislor understand what the outfit looks like and why 
you decided to buy it. 
Now. think about what the 
prompt is asking you to do. 
( Ask yourself these questions: 
Û o 
1. Who or what am I supposed to describe? (What am I 
supposed to wiite about?) 
a njLW QUllii  






Did you try to remember ihe questions 
you ask yoursell about a descriptive 
prompt? I hope so, it may make a 
dilference in your score on the writing 
lest. Here's another type of prompt. This 
one is an "expository" prompt. That word 
sounds big, but it just means that you 
have to "explain" something -- like how to 
make a peanut butter and jelly sandwich. 
Here's an expository prompt like one you 
might see on the lest. 
PROMPT 
Write about your feelings about school. Think about what you like and 
dislike about it and why? Write examples ol incidents that explain why you 
feel the way you do. 
What am I supposed to ex - 
plain? (What am I supposed 
to writo about?) 
explain how I feel about school  






! A third kind of prompt is a 
I persuasive prompt. This is my 
t lavorite kind ol writing, because I 
! get to make somebody agree with me 
or do something I say. My friends 
tell me l can persuade a potato to jump 




Imagine that your school library cairies many of the most popular 
magazines in the country. However, once the magazines are put 
on the shelves, articles are torn out ol every one of them. Write an 
essay in which you convince the school principal that you have a 
solution for the problem. It might ho something that has been tried 
at other libraries or something entirely new. You might want to 
spend part of your planning time thinking about what your solution 
is and why it will work. Think about information that will persuade 
the principal to adopt your solution. 
Ask yourself these ques¬ 
tions about this kind of 
prompt. 
1. What am I supposed to get 
somebody to do or agree with 
me about? (What am I 
supposed to write about?) 
 ajMlylLOELtÇLlh Q_KlQb!gm  
2. What is the problem? 
JiayjaapagQS. lorrLQuLQl 
niagaz Laeein. UieJibr üüL_ 
3. What is my solution? 
kids çheck out magazines_aad. 
iLUtg.pag.Qs^rfijiQi.]h.efe_wiien 
checked Tii^ypu. pay.aJioe. 





C Probably the most popular kind of prompt 
is llie narrative prompt. Now, a narrative 
calls lor you to tell a story. Often you can ask 
yourself the 11 - Wh questions and get ready 
to write. CWhat are the f I - Wh questions? 
Ah, you know, what. ïïilüIL WllC/Ü. 
Why, and haw. Here is a prompt. 
PROMPT i i '• 
Imagine that while you are exploring some woods behind 
where you live, you become lost. Think about how you be¬ 
came lost. Think about what you do when you discover you 
are lost. Think about how you find your way back home. Then 
write a story lor a young people's magazine about being lost in 
the woods. 
Ask yourself these questions. 
1. What happened? (What am I supposed to write about?) 
LheeamfilQsl  
2. Where? 
iiUUiLWflQ.Os.Uul)iuLi.wltci:a live.  
3. When? 
jasLsutDinei    
4. Why? 
5. How? 





Here are Hie lour types 
of prompts ancJ their 
purposes. Key them 
into your built-in computer. 






Describes a person, place, or object. 
Gives information or explains something. 
Tries to convince someone to do something 
or to agree with you. 
Tells a story (a series ol events). 
9 
Ill 
Now see. when I took the GeQiylChCfllSllQLh\ 
Uulüienced Wiilinu lest, the nisi I 
It tiny I tileJ was to read the prompt three 
limes. Hero Is o prompt at the bottom of J 
this paye. Read It Ihiee limes. 
Well, if you don't follow my lead, 
you can't be a player like me. 
Go ahead, read it three times. 




Write about a frightening experionctTïïiat happened to you. It 
might have happened at home, school or some other place.Think 
about what made this experience so frightening. Think about the 
events that led up to this experience and what happened to make 
you leel so scared.  
Go on to the next page 
10 
t Jamo: Date: 
\v> 
Aller you read the prompt, ask 
yourseli: Wltat am I supposed to 
write about? Thai's the veiy lirst 
thing that you do when you're given 
a writing topic or prompt. Well, 
what are you supposed to wiito 
about? Write it in your own words. 
I am supposed to write about 
JX< 
If you wrote the words "frightening 
experience", you aro right. Give yourseli 
a pat on tire back. Well, what's a 
“(lightening experience"? Evidently, it's 
something that happened to you. because 
the secoiid sentence ol the prompt reads 
"It might have happened at home, school, 
or some other place." Think about an 
event that made you feel really scared. 
On the next page, make a list of events 
that made you feel this way. 




My Frightening Experience List 






II you can’t think ol anything, 
raise your hand arid your teacher 
will lot you brainstorm with a 
classmate. 





Let’s go back lo the listing you did on 
page 12. Choose the experience from 
your list that was piost frightening to 
you. Write it again on this page. And 
write simple sentences to answer the 
questions 
TOPIC AND NOTE PAGE 
Write about a frightening experience that happened to 
you. It might have happened at home, school or some 
other place. Think about what made this experience so 
frightening. Think about the events that led up to this 
experience and what happened to make you feel so 
scared. 
A ^ 
I felt really scared when 
Wl 1ERE did it happened? 
IIOW did it happen? 
n GO TO THE NEXT PAGE 
rw 
Nume: Date: 
Wl IEN did it happen? 
Wl IY did you leel so scared? 
You're straight so lar! It's time to 
write your paper. Go ahead and 
use the ideas you wrote on page 13 
and on this one to writo your paper 
on the next two pages. 




is STQP W you have finished or 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
Name Date 






Now, go back and read your 
paper. Good writers spend a lot 
ol time reading over and thinking 
about what they’ve written. Take 
me for example, I always read 
and reread what I’ve written. 
Your next job is to make some 
decisions about what's down 
there on that paper - the weak¬ 
nesses and strengths. The most 
important question is: "What is it 
I'm trying to say here?" 
What are you trying to say in your paper? 
Sum up everything you have said in one sen¬ 
tence and wnlo it down? Get with some 
classmates and share your papers. Then 
help each other write that one sentence that 
summarizes your entire paper. 
One Sentence Summary: 
la 




Wore you able to summarize N 
your paper in one sentence? 
(Check one) 
Yes ( | 
No □ 
I lore are some questions that will 
help you make some decisions 
about your paper. If you are not 
sure about an answer, ask a class¬ 
mate. 
Does the beginning of my paper bring the reader right into the main ideas X 
or action? Yes No    If so, what did you write to ) 
tio this? If not, rewnte the beginning to get your reader interested. r 
r~ 
19 GO OU TO NF.XT PAGF 
Name: Date: 
Reread your first draft again on pages 15 
and 16 to see if you have explained each 
pait well enough so that a reader will know 
what you mean. As you read it. pretend 
that you are your teacher. Think about the 
questions he/she might ask about your 
paper. 
Now, what would my teacher ask mo about 
my paper? 
My teacher would ask me 
®.r 
Ç Write down what you ^ 
( think your teacher 
( would ask before you 
V forget. 
GO TO HIE NEXT PAGE 
Name: Date: 
iv. 
DO I HAVE ENOUGH INFORMATION 
Have I told where, when, and with whom this is happening? 
Yes  No  II so, summarize it once again. II not, add 
these details to your paper. 
21 





DO I HAVE TOO MUCH INFORMATION? 
Well now, I don't like a lot ol talk, 
so think about what your paper is 
really about. Think about your 
one sentence summary. Are there 
parts ol your paper that are about 
something else other than what 
you wrote in your one sentence 
summary? II so. cut it outil 
Decide il you want to cut something out or not. If you do, then decide what 
you will cut out ol your paper and write it here. 
GOON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
22 
Date: 
I lave I described lire scene, event, or people with enough detail that a 
reader can see it happening? Yes No  II so, how did you 




Okay, share your lirst draft with 
some classmates and ask thorn 
two questions: 
What pait do you like best? 
What pail do you want to 
know more about? 
Writo down what they say. 
What part did they like host? 
Date: 
What part do they want to know more about? 
Name: Date: 
I'IH 
When I read your paper am I going to 
going to leel how scared you were? It 
don't you will not be doing your best 
writing. Think about some words or 
phrases that describe how you felt. 
Get will) some classmates and see it 
you can help each other add descrip¬ 




Words or phrases that I can add to my paper to make the reader see im¬ 
ages ol what I lelt or did. .. . .) 





You haven't cluttered up your paper will) 
a bunch ol unnecessary describing 
words, (adjectives and adverbs) have 
you? You didn't describe the color, 
shape, smell, and leel ol everything in 
your paper, did you? 
( 
I hope not. but it's good to I rave 
some smells, colors, and leelings in 
there somewhere. Just use con¬ 
crete wonts. Eor example, "don't 
say I got into bed alter midnight", 
say instead "I snüftKfiU into bed 
alter midnight." I ho word 
"sneaked" makes your reader bet¬ 
ter able to visualize (see) your 
meaning. So use concrete words 
and images. Check your paper to 
see il you've done this and make 
^ needed changes. ^ 
GO ON TO Tl If: NEXT PAGE 
1’6 
Name: Date: 
Okay, kid, so lar what you have done has 
helped you make decisions about the 
contont/organizalion ol your writing, which 
counts [UOiii on the üûPigia.ClttüIlOIh 
UtleiûnceU-WlililiaJ esl Let's think about 
what you've done so lar. 
First, you looked at the Topic and Note Page and road the prompt three 
times. 
READ PROMPT CAREFULLY Tl IREE TIMES. 
Second, you asked yourself the questions: "What am I supposed to write 
about?" 
DECIDE W! I AT TO WRITE. 
Third, you wrote down the answers to questions about the prompt on the 
Topic and Note Page (Questions like who. what, when, where, how, and 
why). 
BRAIMSÏORM DETAILS. 
Fourth, you wrolo your first dratt. 
WRIT El (AT LEAST A PAGE) 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
ni 
Maine: Date: 
Fifth, I summarized my whole paper in one sentence. (This sentence 
is your controlling idea.) 
SUMMARIZE IN ONE SENTENCE. 
Sixth, I asked mysell if my paper had enough information and made 
needed changes. 
ADD ENOIIGII INFORMATION. 
Seventh, I asked myself it I had too much information and made 
needed changes. 
CUT OUT UNNECESSARY INFORMATION. 
Now, dust off your built-in com¬ 
puter again, and key in the 
words in bold from this page 
and page 27. 
Close your eyes and pretend 
again that your brain is a com¬ 
puter. Type the words READ, 
DECIDE. BRAINSTORM, 
WRITE, SUMMARIZE, ADD, 
and CUT OUT as you think 




When you wiiie a paper, the reader \ 
really wants to get a teel lor your per¬ 
sonality. The reader should share your 
leelings. Look at what I wrote about the 
"happiest day" of my life and see if you 
can't feel my nervousness, anticipation 
and pleasure. Not that I'm bragging.. 
Date: 
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On the next page, read a paper 
that a Iriend ol mine wrote that 
got a "very good" rating (the 
highest rating you can got) on 
the Gfiututa-CrilerioiuBelut 
encod t est. Think about how 
the linal draft compares to 
yours. He had to write about 
"1 Ire Best Gilt I le Ever Re¬ 
ceived." It's not petiCCl but it's 
pretty good! 
1 Vi 
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-*<. A. 
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«k^-lV_klA njQlYcJ <A)iY±2uonVQ  
_op;. AO iL crruuJ^-vcn^ 
~A:D \i.Vj i U\ A JUJU't'U > Ch _ Jb ORJX -   - 
   :L>jWn _rd^L_ot'J v.lku AypîJAivoi ftxxn. . 
(-• \)AilLAC.\ VOAJJCUJ. ï\.SJLÛiii.U -V. -1. .-V \ r.V.p ÿU. V. J- OL».K.AAUL;J I • 
OAOJIUY- v^= Ojû t v AjAviü .nifArltAcd sæm: 
j_V-..v^\i\ ..^tic^ac\iY^J^A7vQllumrt axrci-O ; . 
AAJV Adv JJukAxicJu/ia.A:adAdyA JA Ai J-VL\ 
A AAJAJA AAU1JA.A.AK£ .(Ai\x\AAA-kdCx/j IA 
JAA \A J\M\„ Ax'.ci.nto,dAAQ _„:yj\AiAA..3ji:iÀ: 
i w AaO Au a. viLLJxJ AA)_WV: k&_. J\a. ^ (^ijA CAUxA 
•At lüJO vllUQjVi       . 1T~X ':\ A rVo x-'v -l.l\ AA r I. .. r" /\ '"\ A i 4 f 
( -'JJ \ j 
Name Date: 
r><> 
Wnto about a I Tightening experience that happened to 
you. It might have happened at home, school or some 
other place. Think about what made this experience so 
frightening. Think about the events that led up to this 








STOP If you have finished or 
GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
Name Date 
IOH 
30 GOON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
Name: 
Last, but not least. 
Unie is a cliecKlist to 
help you make some 
linal decisions about 
your paper and do 
what is expected on 
the Georgia Criterion 




1. Don't use wbiteout! 1. Do your best thinking. 
2. Don't write less than 
one page. 
?.. Do ask yoursell questions 
about what you are supposed 
to write about. (Read your 
prompt three times carelully.) 
3. Don't spend too much 
time planning your 
paper. 
3. Do make a list ol ideas that 
you want to put in your paper. 
4. Don't writo about a 
dillerent topic. 
4. Do organize your ideas so that 
they relate to the main idea ol 
the paper. 
5. Don't waste time erasing, 5 
just scratch out your mistakes 
and keep on writing. 6. 
Do write your linal draft in pen. 
Do your best! 
